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TASK II

Introduction

Task II, in the context of the present report refers, in the most
general terms, to the initiation of a series of sophisticated and rather
comprehensive statistical analyses of the psycho-social data collected
over the entire span of this project (1968-74 and possibly beyond). 1In
addition, part of the specifications for Task II included the preliminary
reporting of certain of these analyses as a means of demonstrating the de-
gree of progress thus far achieved.

The analyses performed to date are, of necessity, both preliminary and
tentative for three major reasons:

1. New data are constantly being collected during the contract period
of fiscal 1975. One of the major thrusts of the 1975 contract is
the comprehensive analysis of all psycho-social (and certain
other) data collected since the inception of this project,.

2. Certain of the multivariate analyses proposed require rather large
data pools to be substantively meaningful. Sufficient data have
not yet been collected to perform these analyses appropriately.

3. The analyses envisioned for performance within the fiscal 1975
contract are well beyond the scope of the resources allotted
during fiscal 1974,

The remainder of this report will provide an account of the progress
achieved in each of the areas delineated in the fiscal 1974 contract under
Task II. It will be noted in the course of this presentation that the per-
formance of certain facets of this contract has been deferred (with the con-
currence of the Contract Technical Manager) until fiscal 1975 for reasons
altogether in the best interests of the research and of the Federal Govern~
ment as sponsors of the research. These reasons pertain primarily to the
unnecessary and meaningless duplication of effort. On the other hand, cer-
tain additional analyses not explicitly stated in the fiscal 1974 contract
have been performed at the specific request of the Contract Technical Mana-
ger, and the results of these analyses are also summarized herein.

Progress Report

Under the Task IT Methodology section of the fiscal 1974 contract, it
is stated that:

The Contractor shall begin the process of amalyzing data collected on
the aforementioned cases, Pursuant to this goal, certain preliminary
steps shall be taken:
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1. The Contractor shall scrutinize, edit, and check the available

data for completeness and accuracy preparatory to formal analysis
("cleaning up the data').

2., The Contractor shall devise systems for coding and/or quantifying
information currently expressed in categorical or qualitative
form. Approval of these devised systems shall be required of the
Contract Technical Manager before the Contractor proceeds to
Step 3.

oa:

3. The Contractor shall transfer all of the data onto punched cards
preparatory to electronic data processing.

(LR

All of the above have been accomplished with respect to all of the
psycho~social data in the files dating back to 1968. This has been a par-
ticularly tedious and time~consuming task. 1In the early years of this pro-
ject, multivariate analyses of the type subsequently proposed were not en-
visioned, and the data were merely collected, recorded, analyzed, and for-
warded to the sponsoring agency (NHTSA) according to then current specifi=~
cations. Over thé ensuing years, such specifications have changed in the
light of new knowledge, and the data-collection forms employed have like-
wise undergone considerable modification and revision. Not only that, but
‘many items of information now routinely collected were formerly not in-
cluded. As a result, many such items of information have been irretriev-
ably lost, and the '"N's" available for the analysis of such items have been
markedly reduced.

In order to ensure comparability of data over the entire time-span of
the project, it was found necessary to recast all of the earlier-collected
data into the most recently-revised questionnaire format -- a formidable
undertaking. Fortunately, this task has now been completed, and all cur-~
rently-collected data are being keypunched and transferred onto magnetic
tape .as soon as they are collected.

Specifications 4 and 5 under the Task II Methodology section of the
fiscal 1974 contract are as follows:

4, The Contractor shall compute indices of range, dispersion, and
central tendency univariately on all variables coded and processed.

5. The Contractor shall perform two-way and three-way cross-tabula-
tions of variables and perform significance tests between groups
subdivided on dimensions of special interest such as sex, being
most responsible, presence of alcohol, etc.

The above requirements have been accomplished, and the important re-
sults are presented in a subsequent section entitled, Summary of Major
Findings. It should be emphasized once again, however, that all of these
analyses and results should be considered tentative and preliminary since
they will be repeated on the basis of considerably larger "N's" as addi-
tionally-collected data continue to become available. Furthermore, certain
of the more tangential or trivial items of information were not included in
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these preliminary analyses for obvious reasons.

The final three specifications under the Task II Methodology section
of the fiscal 1974 contract are as follows:

6. The Contractor shall intercorrelate (by means of the Pearson pro-
duct-moment correlation coefficient (r) and its algebraic equiva-
lents) all of the variables in a given realm (discipline) to
elucidate interdependencies.

7. The Contractor shall seek to achieve greater understanding of
(possible) underlying patterns within a given realm through the
use of principal components analysis and/or factor analysis.
Significant findings shall be reported.

8. The Contractor shall seek to achieve greater efficiency and con-
ceptual simplicity through data reduction, again utilizing the
techniques of principal components analysis and/or factor analy-
sis.

With the concurrence of the Contract Technical Manager, the above three
specifications have been deferred and incorporated within the specifications
for the fiscal 1975 contract on the grounds that their performance prior to
that time would be premature and not sufficiently definitive because of in-
sufficient sample size. Instead, and at the request of the Contract Tech-
nical Manager, a wide variety of univariate and multivariate comparative
analyses involving the Katz Adjustment Scales were substituted, albeit
again on a preliminary basis. These analyses will be repeated and/or re-
fined on the basis of a larger number of cases as such data continue to
be collected.

Summary of Major Findings

I. Katz Adjustment Scales

Introduction. The Katz Adjustment Scales - R forms (KAS) has been one
of the major data-collection instruments employed by the Baltimore multi-
disciplinary accident investigation team since its inception. Briefly, the
KAS consists of 205 scaled items that permit a retrospective quantitative
description, through an informant, of a subject's individual and social be-
havior. All items have been worded so as to focus on specific behaviors
and thereby reduce the necessity for inference or judgment. Following brief,
neutral direction by the interviewer, \the informant rates the subject in
terms of the 205 behavioral items comprising the scales. Originally designed
to measure the prehospital and posthospital adjustment of psychiatric pa-
tients, the KAS provides scores on 19 cluster~analytically derived dimen-
sions pertaining to psychiatric symptomatology as well as social activities,
The recent availability of normative data obtained from a systematic random
sample of male and female residents of a nearby Maryland county has greatly
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increased this instrument's general utility.

In each case, the KAS was completed by an informant who was in close
contact with the subject during the weeks and months prior to the accident.
This was usually a spouse, parent, sibling, or other close relative. 1In
accordance with standard instructions, informants were asked to describe
the subject as he appeared to them during the prior few weeks. The task
of completing the KAS was donme early during the period of investigative
contact in order to avoid any bias or guidance that the interviewer's sub-
sequent questioning might inadvertently provide.

To date, three articles (1, 2, 3) involving findings based on the KAS
have been published in major professional journals by the Baltimore team.
Briefly, the most prominent and consistent finding has been that fatally-
injured male drivers significantly differ, on the average, from a compara-
tive normative sample on a variety of behavioral traits which may be sub-~
sumed under the general heading of Social Obstreperousness.

At the specific request of the Contract Technical Manager, means and
standard deviations were computed for all 18 of the KAS scales subsequent
to partitioning of the data in a variety of ways (older drivers vs. younger;
fatal accidents vs. non-fatal; single vehicle vs. multiple vehicle; alcohol
present vs. alcohol absent, etc.). 1In each of these analyses, only male
drivers deemed responsible (or most responsible) for the related accident
were included as requested,

Before summarizing the substantive results of these analyses, it is
important to state a special caveat regarding the statistical tests of
significance involved. Briefly, we consider neither the univariate nor
the multivariate tests employed to be wholly appropriate. There are two
primary but interrelated reasons for this: First, the 18 KAS scales show
substantial intercorrelation, suggesting that there are at most only three
or four independent sources of variance (factors) involved. Thus, many of
the univariate tests of significance are redundant and true significance
levels are indeterminate, Moreover, the presence of several highly in-
tercorrelated variables weakens the power of the multivariate tests em-
ployed. Second, the large number of variables involved (eighteen) rela-
tive to the still modest number of cases available further reduces the
sensitivity of the multivariate analyses.,

The solution to the above problem is to achieve reduction of the num-
ber of variables involved by eliminating redundancy through factor analy-
sis. Precisely such an approach is planned as part of the fiscal 1975
contract. Such an analysis has not yet been undertaken because of an in-
sufficient number ofscases to achieve definitive results. (Several author-
ities, e.g. references 4 and 5, suggest that the number of cases sampled
should be not less than five times, and preferably ten times as great as
the number of variables involved in the factor analysis.) It is antici=-
pated that a sufficient number of cases will be available by the end of
calendar year 1974, In the meantime, all analyses failing to establish
group differences must be considered tentative and rather suspect unless
and until they are confirmed by subsequent and more appropriate analyses.

(A
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Sample. Most of the analyses reported herein are based on a maximum sam-
ple size of 107 cases obtained over the six-year period from 1968-73. C(Certain
analyses were based on a substantially fewer number of cases for the reasons
previously given. All cases consisted of male drivers legally responsible for
the accidents in which they were involved, and all accidents were serious in
the sense that they either involved fatalities or had the potential for in-
volving fatalities. For a detailed discussion of the geographic area sampled
and the completeness and representativeness of the sample obtained, the reader
is referred to the relevant section of the Task I report.

Summary of KAS Findings. Accompanying this report are appendices (bound
computer print-outs) detailing the results of a large number of analyses in-
volving the KAS. All of these analyses were performed to the specifications
of the Contract Technical Manager. At his request, duplicate analyses were
performed on 1972-73 cases only (N=56) as well as on all cases obtained between
1968-73 (N=107). As mentioned above, all analyses pertain to responsible male
drivers only.

Cases were further subdivided by age (under 25 vs. 25 and up), fatal vs.
non-fatal, single vehicle vs, multiple vehicle, and the presence or absence
of alcohol as a contributing factor. With respect to the latter dichotomy,
alcohol was considered a factor in the fatalities if the blood alcohol level
(BAL) exceeded 0.09.1 For non-fatally injured drivers, a report from the
scene by a responsible investigator and/or an admission on the part of the
driver himself that he had been under the influence of alcohol was required
since determination of BAL's was not feasible in these cases. That a cer-
tain number of erroneous determinations may have occurred seems likely.

In addition to the contrasts noted above, scores of each of the sub-
groups were compared with established population norms. Analyses were also
performed involving selected sub-classifications, e.g., under 25 vs. 25 and
up with respect to driver fatalities only. =

In the paragraphs that follow, only the salient findings -- especially
those that may be expected to withstand replication -- are discussed. The
interested reader is referred to the accompanying appendices for the de-
tailed analyses themselves as well as for verification of all statements
made herein. In addition, only the salient results of the larger analyses
involving cases from 1968-73 are discussed below, since there are essentially
no contradictions between these findings and those based on 1972-73 cases only.

Perhaps the data may be most generally and relevantly summarized by
stating that they continue to confirm, in virtually all important detail,
the findings and conclusions previously reported and published by the Bal-
timore team, Most succinctly, these findings have been that fatally~injured
responsible male drivers, on the average, differ from a comparable norma-
tive male population with respect to a number of social-psychological or
behavioral characteristics. 1In brief, these drivers tend to be described
by knowledgeable informants as having been more belligerent (Scale 1),
verbally expansive (Scale 2), negative (Scale 3), suspicious (Scale 5),

1. These analyses, like the later two and thre-way tabulations, had ori-
ginally been performed with the BAL breakpoint between 0.10 and 0.11.
At the request of the Contract Technical Manager, the KAS analyses were
redone with the BAL breakpoint between 0.09 and 0.10. The tabular analy-
ses retain the original breakpoint since the practical effect of this
change is small but the volume of recomputation involved is considerable,



~6-

anxious (Scale 6), less withdrawn (écale 7), and to show more psychopath-
ology (Scale 8) and hyperactivity (Scale 12) than comparable normative males,

In addition to confirming the above, the present analyses were also
aimed at attempting to elucidate differences between various subgroups, in-
cluding non-fatally injured drivers, as mentioned earlier. The results of
these analyses may be summarized as follows:

10

Non-fatally injured responsible male drivers (RMD's) do not appear to
differ significantly from fatally-injured RMD's on the Katz Adjust-
ment Scales. However, both groups significantly differ from the
population norms. Three explanations are possible, The first, which
is applicable to all situations where significant differences are

not found (and which for this reason will not be subsequently men-
tioned), is that the KAS is not sensitive to real differences that
exist between the groups. The second, alluded to earlier, is that
the N's are too small (33 vs. 74) and the variables too many
(eighteen) and too highly intercorrelated to permit sensitive sta-
tistical analysis, This is a possibility that will be explored fur-
ther in future analyses to be performed during the fiscal 1975 con-
tract year. The third (and most plausible) explanation is that the
groups truly do not differ, since responsibility was held constant
and whether or not the responsible driver was killed may have been
merely a matter of luck and circumstance,

Combining subgroups on the fatally injured vs. non-fatally injured
dimensions since this was found to be irrelevant where RMD's for
serious or potentially serious accidents are concerned, alcohol-
involved drivers (N=63) were next contrasted with non-alcohol involved
drivers (N=44), The alcohol-involved group was found to be signifi~
cantly higher (univariately) on belligerence (Scale 1) and to have
fewer free-time activities (Scale 16 -~ higher scores reflect fewer
free-time activities) than the non-alcohol involved group. In addi-
tion, the alcohol involved group was significantly higher on Scales

15 and 18, both of which refer to the informant's dissatisfaction
with the subject's performance of socially-expected activities. It
should be noted that the multivariate analysis (T2) reached signifi-
cance (.05 level) as well, and that the more appropriate multivariate
analyses anticipated in the future should also achieve it. Compari-
sons with the normative population revealed that while both groups
demonstrated significant mean differences, those of the alcohol-in-
volved group were primarily in the areas of Belligerence (Scale 1),
Verbal Expansiveness (Scale 2), and Negativism (Scale 3), while those
of the non-alcohol involved group were in the general areas of increased
social activity and extraversion (Scales 15, 16, and 18). The antici-
pated future analyses should resolve the many interesting questions
posed by these results.

Collapsing sub=-groups on both the alcohol vs. non-alcohol and the
fatality vs. non-fatality dimensions, single-vehicle (N=79) vs.

multiple-vehicle (N=28) RMD's were compared. No significant mean
differences were found, either univariately or multivariately. We
suspect that this is due to the fact that only responsible drivers

s
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were included in all analyses. Of course, both groups were found
to differ significantly from the population norms on most of the
KAS variables noted previously.

4, Next, data were combined across all of the foregoing classifica-
tions to achieve a contrast of RMD's under. 25 years of age (N=42)
with those 25 years of age and older (N=65). Once again, no sig-
nificant mean differences on any of the scales were found, either
univariately or multivariately. This may be a very important
finding. While both groups differ from the population norms, the
absence of group differences suggests that the psycho-social and
behavioral characteristics of RMD's involved in serious accidents
are not a function of age.

5. Finally, a wide variety of similar analyses were performed on
smaller groups sub~divided by two or more of the above dichoto-
mous classifications simultaneously. The results of these analy-
ses are essentially trivial in the sense that their outcome is
essentially predictable on the basis of the foregoing "main
effects' analyses. Nonetheless, they were performed in the in-
terest of completeness. The interested reader is referred to the
submitted appendices for detailed results.

Before leaving this section, it might be well to comment briefly on
the above findings as well as to anticipate some possible criticisms. It
will be recalled that most of the analyses yielding highly statistically
significant results involve the comparison of specified sub-groups with
available population norms. Relatively few of the between sub-group com-
parisons have yielded statistically significant results. In view of the
consistency of these findings, the criticism might be raised that the
normative data are not appropriate for comparative purposes, i.,e., that
other samples of drivers, not just RMD's involved in serious accidents,
would be found to differ from the available norms. If this were indeed
true, then our findings would be largely invalidated. The relative ab~-
sence of inter-group differences when groups are classified according to
age, number of cars involved, driver fatality, etc., would seem to lend
further support to this criticism,

Nonetheless, while admitting the possibility of such a state of
affairs, we do not believe it to be the case. There are several reasons
for this:

1. The present group of RMD's appears considerably deviant from the
general population on the basis of two important objective cri-
teria: 1) presence of alcohol while driving and 2) number of
previous Motor Vehicle Administration citations. Since they are
already known to be deviant on these two completely objective in-
dices, why should it be surprising to find them deviant on other
psycho~social or behavioral indices?

2. Differences between sub=-groups are not totally absent and should
actually become more statistically significant with the applica-
tion of more appropriate statistical analyses made possible by
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larger samples of subjects. Not only that, but the subclassifica=
tions herein employed are almost certainly less than 100% accurate
and/or optimal, conditions which militate against the finding of
significant group differences. For example, degree of alcohol in-
volvement could not be accurately determined in all cases, and in
any event, the subdivision of groups at the BAL 0.09 breakpoint
(or age at the 25 years and up breakpoint) has no mathematical or
physiological justification. These are truly continuous variables
that require analyses cognizant of that fact. It is anticipated
that future analyses will be more appropriate in this respect.

wal)

3. The finding that differences between sub-groups, if they exist at
all, are probably not very large and of limited practical signifi-
cance supports a tentative theory regarding causation in automo-
bile crashes that is both general and elegantly simple at one and
the same time. 1In its most general form, this theory states that
a class of important proximal causes of automobile crashes con-
sists of the (current) psycho-social and/or behavioral characteris-
tics of the driver. Such characteristics, which may or may not be
relatively enduring, are essentially independent of (uncorrelated
with) such previously implicated factors as age and alcohol involve-
ment in the population of RMD's involved in serious accidents, Of
course, such characteristics are correlated with age (inversely)
and alcohol abuse (directly) in the general population at large, as
would be expected. However, the fact that younger RMD's involved
in serious crashes do not differ from older RMD's on these be-
havioral characteristics, together with the fact that alcohol-in-
volved RMD's differ but little from non-alcohol-involved RMD's,
suggests that the most important thing RMD's have in common (on
the average) is not age or alcohol involvement but, rather, the
implicated behavioral characteristics, This is further reinforced
by the finding (also alluded to later in this presentation) that
many non-alcohol related RMD's admitted to drinking while driving
on other occasions.. Thus, in these cases at least, alcohol could
not be directly implicated as a cause of their accidents; however,
the presence of personality or behavioral characteristics that
would permit them to drive while under the influence of alcohol

~might be. At the very least, such a theory deserves sympathetic
consideration and further investigation within the scientific com-
munity.

(L4

II, Two~ and Three~Way Tabulations and Analyses

£x§

Introduction. As noted earlier, one of the specifications of Task II
involved the performance of two- and three-way cross-tabulations of impor-
tant psycho-social, demographic, and other variables in order to elucidate
possible interrelationships. Such analyses were performed to the explicit
specifications of the Contract Technical Manager, and the most important
results of these analyses will be summarized in the sections that follow.
In addition, bound computer print-outs of all such tabulations and analyses
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accompany this report and are the basic source of all statements made here-
ine

A brief explanation of the tabulations and analyses is in order. To
begin, all items of information discussed have been taken from the Maryland
Medical-Legal Psychosocial Questionnaire (and Supplement) and are numbered
in accordance with that document. Where possible, a completed question-
naire was obtained for each case studied. Unfortunately, as mentioned
earlier, this instrument has undergone considerable modification and re-
vision over the years, and certain items of information have been obtained
only during the most recent contract year. For this reason, many desirable
analyses have been precluded or obtunded owing to small sample sizes.

In accordance with contract specifications, one-way frequency distri-
butions have been provided for all variables (items of information).
Wherever quantitative variables are involved, measures of central tendency
(means) and dispersion (standard deviations) are also provided. 1In addi-
tion, all variables have been further dichotomously subdivided in two ways
simultaneously: 1) by degree of alcohol involvement, i.e., present or ab-
sent (or, in the case of the fatally-injured drivers, by BAL < .10 vs.

BAL 2 .11)2;and2) by age, with age 15-24 vs. age 25 and up. Thus, each
table in the accompanying print-out displays four columns of frequency and
percentage frequency distributions reflecting the foregoing double di-
chotomy, as well as a fifth column providing the overall total distribution
or one-way tabulation alluded to earlier.

Where possible, appropriate tests of significance between pairs of
columns are also provided, For quantitative variables, these consist of
one-way analyses of variance yielding F-ratios. For qualitative or cate-
gorical variables, these consist of 2 x 2 Chi-Square contingency table
analyses, For qualitative variables involving more than two categories,
dichotomization is achieved by combining certain of the categories. The
row (or rows) making up one segment of this dichotomy is indicated for each
analysis following specification of the degrees of freedom (DF). 1In gen-
eral, these analyses follow the following sequence: 1) younger drivers
(age 15-24) with alcohol absent (BAL & .10) vs. older drivers (age 25 and
up) with alcohol absent; 2) younger drivers with alcohol absent vs. younger
drivers with alcohol present (BAL 2 .11); 3) older drivers with alcohol
absent vs. older drivers with alcohol present; and 4) younger drivers with
alcohol present yvs. older drivers with alcohol present. '

At the request of the Contract Technical Manager, all of the above
analyses were performed separately for 1) fatally-injured drivers; and 2)
non-fatally-injured drivers. As before, all analyses reported were re-
stricted to responsible male drivers (RMD's) only. It should be borne in
mind that owing to the relatively small number of non-fatally-injured dri-
vers available for analysis, statistical tests of significance were either
weak or precluded. For this reason, all findings regarding non-fatally-
injured drivers should be regarded as extremely tentative., One final
point of great importance: data concerning non-fatally~injured drivers
were frequently based on self-report. Therefore, the veridicality of the
response obtained may vary with the particular item of information sought,

2. See footnote 1, page 5.

¢
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especially in cases involving pending litigation. The high incidence of
refusals and missing data should also be taken into comsideration before
any interpretative conclusions are reached.

Summary of Important Findings: Fatally-Injured Drivers

1. Q5 - Only about 20 per cent of the drivers studied were non~
white.

2. Ql2A - Non-alcohol~involved older drivers seem more likely to be
first-born than alcohol-involved older drivers.

3. Ql2B - Younger drivers with alcohol involvement seem to come from
larger families than younger drivers without alcohol involvement,

4, Q38D ~ A considerable number of all RMD's (one-fourth to one-
third) report recent marital difficulties due to alcohol.

5. Q42 - Over 41 per cent of all RMD's report changes in relation-

ships with significant others in the six-months prior to the
accident.

6. Q43 - About 30 per cent of all RMD's report recent major diffi-
culties with significant others.

7. Q49 - Older drivers with alcohol absent have higher occupational
statuses than older drivers with alcohol present.

8. Q52 - About 40 per cent of all RMD's have had job changes within
the last 12 months.

9. Q59D - About 22 per cent of all RMD's were said to be excessive-
ly active and/or aggressive during childhood.

10. Q61 - Older drivers with alcohol dbsent tend to have better men-
tal health than older drivers with alcohol present.

11. Q76C - Over 32 per cent of all RMD's were considered impulsive.

12. Q76D - Nearly 60 per cent of all RMD's were described as not
being careful and methodical.

13. Q80 =~ Only 11 per cent of all RMD's were non~drinkers.

14, Q84 ~ In nearly 25 per cent of all RMD's drinking was said to
sometimes produce a loss of emotional control.

15. Q86A and B - Nearly 40 per cent of all RMD's were said to drink
when anxious or upset or when depressed or down in the dumps.

(e
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16.

17.
18.
19,
20,
21.
22.

23.

24,

25.

27.
28.
29,
30,

31,
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Q87B ~ Very important: Fifty-five per cent of all RMD's were

said to either occasionally or frequently drink while driving,
and this percentage did not significantly differ regardless of
age or BAL at time of the fatal accident.

Q93 - Only about three per cent of all RMD's ever received medi~- ,
cal treatment for the effects of drinking.

Q% -~ Alcohol-involved older drivers smoked significantly more
than non-alcohol~-involved older drivers.

Q98 -~ Non-alcohol=-involved older drivers were said to be more
religious than alcohol-involved older drivers.

Q107 - Among non~alcohol involved drivers, younger drivers were
more likely to have passengers present in the car.

Q114 - Over 40 per cent of all RMD's were said to have been fast
drivers or very fast drivers.

Q115 - About 25 per cent of all RMD's were said to take chances
or often take chances.

Q117 - More than 60 per cent of all RMD's were said to never use
seat belts, and this was true of over 95 per cent of older dri-~
vers with alcohol involvement,

Q118 - Nearly 95 per cent of all RMD's were not wearing seat
belts at the time of the accident.

Q122 - Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have shown
no concern with regard to traffic violations, and this was true
of 75 per cent of older drivers with alcohol involvement,.

Q123 - About 27 per cent of older drivers with alcohol involve-
ment were said to have been involved in other accidents while
under the influence of alcohol.

Ql24C - About 39 per cent of alcohol~involved older drivers were
said to have been in trouble with the law as adults.

Q125 ~ Over 30 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had legal
convictions.

Q512 - Nearly 20 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one
or more license suspensions.

QS15 - Over 45 per cent of all RMD's have had one or more prior
speeding convictions,

QS114 ~ Older drivers without alcohol involvement had lower re-
vised alcoholic classifications than did older drivers with al-
cohol involvement.
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Summary of Important Findings: Non-Fatally Injured Drivers

Q2 - Younger drivers with alcohol absent appear to be signifi-
cantly taller than younger drivers with alcohol present.

Q5 - Nearly 24 per cent of all RMD's were non-white,

Q30 - Older drivers with alcohol absent had more years of edu-
cation than older drivers with alcohol present,

Q76D -~ Over 68 per cent of all RMD's were said not to be careful
and methodical,

Q84 - Drinking was said to sometimes produce loss of emotional
control in over 32 per cent of all RMD's,

Q87B =~ Very Important: Over 65 per cent of all RMD's were said
to occasionally or frequently drink while driving.

Q93 - Approximately 10 per cent of all RMD's report medical
treatment for the effects of drinking.

Q101 - Over 10 per cent of all RMD's made suicide threats at
one time or another.

Q107 - Younger drivers seem more likely to have passengers pre-
sent than do older drivers, and younger drivers with alcohol
present are more likely to carry passengers than younger dri=-
vers with alcohol absent,

Ql10 - In more than 60 per cent of all cases, the purpose of the
trip at the time of the accident was social.

Qll4 -~ Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were described as fast
drivers or very fast drivers.

Q117 - Over 60 per cent of all RMD’s were reported never to use
seat belts.

Ql18 - Nearly 90 per cent of all RMD's were not wearing seat
belts at the time of the accident.

Q123 - Over 17 per cent of all RMD's were reported to have been
in other accidents while under the influence of alcohol.

Ql24B - Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have been
in trouble with the law as a teenager.

Ql25 - Over 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one
or more prior legal convictions.
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17. Q126 - Over 25 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one
" or more prior arrests for drinking.

18. QS12 -~ Over 25 per cent of all RMD's had had one or more pre-
vious license suspensions.,

19, QS15 - Nearly 60 per cent of all RMD's had had one or more pre-
vious speeding convictions.

20. QS18 - About 40 per cent of all RMD's have had one or more pre-
vious accidents.

21. QSll4 - Regardless of age, drivers with alcohol present have

higher revised alcoholic classifications than do drivers with
alcohol absent.

Implications for ASAP and NHTSA Programs in General

In view of the foregoing analyses and findings, it is difficult to
escape the conclusions that attitudes, personality variables, and psycho-
social factors play a significant role in the causation of serious traffic
accidents. Interestingly enough, such a conclusion has not been popular
in recent years within prominent accident research circles. We speculate
that the reasons for this unpopularity reflect political and philosophical
trends within the culture rather than any lack of empirical data. As po-
litical philosophies ebb and flow, so does the acceptability of certain
"scientific" explanations.

Nothing in the foregoing should be construed as a denial of the
immense importance of chance, mechanical, and physical-environmental fac-
tors in the overall picture of traffic accident causation., Indeed, with
respect to any given accident, such factors can be expected to be para-
mount. Viewed in the aggregate, however, such factors hardly qualify as
"causes' since they do not seem to be strongly related to accidents (or
the absence of them) in a predictive sense. For example, what is the pre=~
dictive value of regular mechanical maintenance vs. no such maintenance
in predicting whether or not a particular automobile will be involved in
an accident? We suspect that the relationship would be very slight, in-
deed, and that any relationship found could be better explained on the
basis of an habitual attitude of 'carelessness'" on the part of the dri-
vers neglecting regular maintenance, Numerous similar examples could be
given, but the point is already obvious.

Three objections, none of which have any particular merit, have fre-
quently been raised against the '"psycho~social factors' hypothesis. The
first of these has to do with the relatively low consistency with which
accident perpetrators (or victims) have repetitions of their accidents
across different time frames. It is argued that if the phenomenon (acci-
dents) itself has so little reliability, how can it be predicted? Actual-
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ly, this objection, apparently so devastating on the surface, has relative-
ly little merit when carefully considered for the following five reasons:

1. Accidents are a comparatively rare event, even among those who,
wittingly or unwittingly, habitually court them. Thus, there
could not be expected to be a high degree.of consistency across
different time frames because accidents rarely occur even among
persons at comparatively high risk.

2. The very fact of having one accident may alter the behavior of the
victim for subsequent (especially recent subsequent) time frames.
To provide a reductio ad absurdam, what is the consistency of
successful (completed) suicide across different time frames?
Does anyone seriously doubt that psycho~social factors play an
important role in the etiology of suicide simply because sucess~
ful suicides do not provide us with convenient repetitions of
their self-destructive acts?

3. The consistency criticism embodies within it the implicit assump-
tion that the best predictor of a future event is the fact that
it has occurred in the past. This, of course, is not always
true, especially if the event itself may be expected to change
the behavior of the people-involved or in some way alter the pro-
babilities of its future occurrence.

4, Obviously, if the lack of accident consistency is fatal to the
psycho~social factors hypothesis, it must be equally fatal to
other attempts to uncover correlated or predictive factors re-
garding accidents from other disciplines or data sources. In
its extreme form, this view would hold that no research along
these lines should ever be pursued.

5. Finally, there is abundant evidence that a certain degree of con=-
sistency across different time frames does hold for accident data.
It may be that the problem here is more one of inadequate report-
ing and record-keeping than of unreliability of the phenomena in-
volved.

A second objection that one frequently encounters concerning the psycho-

social factors hypothesis in accident causation is that it is merely a
variation of the old (and discredited?) 'accident proneness' model. The
latter model, it is alleged, requires that "good drivers remain good dri=-
vers and bad drivers remain bad drivers." While we doubt this is indeed a
requirement of the accident proneness model, we are certain that it is not
a requirement of the psycho-social factors model. All that is being hypo-
thesized is that a constellation of traits or states characteristic of a
person at a given point in time predispose him to an increased likelihood

3. Except perhaps for research relating accident frequency to topography
and other ambient envirommental conditions,
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of accident, provided he is so exposed., Such an hypothesis does not re-
quire the permanence of such traits or states, although in some cases they
may be relatively enduring, and it implicitly recognizes the role of im-
personal and chance factors in accident causation.

A third objection to the psycho-social factors hypothesis is typi-
cally made by those who grant the model a certain slight degree of va-
lidity. These critics (and they are legion) maintain that the degree of
predictive validity achieved (or achievable?) is so small as to preclude
any practical application of findings in the individual case. Stated
another way, they maintain that the '"false positive" rate is so high as

- to constitute an injustice to those drivers identified as being '"at risk"

but not subsequently becoming involved in any accidents. Depending upon
one's value judgments, this objection does have a certain amount of super-
ficial reasonableness about it. Under critical examination, however, it
fails to hold up. To understand fully the reasons for this, let us consi~
der some completely analogous situations where similar "injustices" are
routinely perpetrated:

1. The office of the Surgeon-General officially condemns cigarette
smoking and seeks to deprive millions of people of what may be
their fondest pleasure on the basis of a real but statistically
infinitisimal relationship between smoking and the subsequent
development of lung cancer and other diseases. (Goldstein (6)
reports a median product-moment r of .007 between smoking and
lung cancer.)

2. Physicians exhort their patients to alter drastically their die-
tary habits on the basis of correlations (between serum choles-
terol level and the subsequent development of heart disease)
which are so small as often to defy replication from study to
study,

3. Aircraft pilots are habitually grounded on the basis of physical
findings whose relationship to the likelihood of a subsequent ac-
‘cident has probably never even been demonstrated.

Other examples similar to the above could be given. In each instance,
the correlation between presumed precursor and the outcome of interest
is probably less (in some cases markedly less) than the often-demonstrated
correlation between psycho-social factors and subsequent accident involve-
ment (cf. 6). It should thus be obvious that the reasons effective coun-
termeasures programs based on demonstrated risk-factors are not taken in
theaautomotive realm have to do with (current) social and political atti-
tudes rather than the lack of any such relationships. As long as the in-
discriminate licensing of persons is held to be, in effect, an inalienable
right, little progress in accident control may be anticipated.

Fortunately, there is some evidence that the tide of both official
and public opinion may be turning, The continued operation of the ASAP
program seems a step in the right direction, since it explicitly recog-
nizes the concept of the dangerous or high-risk driver. 1In this connec-
tion, however, our data lead us to suspect that alcohol involvement is
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merely a correlate of dangerous driving (and other self-destructive be-~
haviors) rather than a primary cause. Still, if ASAP merely provides an
effective mechanism whereby the dangerous driver may be identified and
restrained, its existence would be more than justified.

It would seem axiomatic that any proposed countermeasures program
must have broad public acceptance in order to be effective. For example,
there is mounting evidence that the Surgeon-General's campaign against
smoking has been of only limited and transitory effectiveness, and that
the potential effectiveness of the seat-belt ignition inter-lock system
on late model cars has been largely circumvented. By analogy, it would
seem that unless and until there is sufficient public sentiment in favor
of removing the high-risk driver from the highway scene, evidence such
as that provided in the present report will remain of merely academic in-
terest.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Psycho-social factors play an important (though certainly not exclu-
sive) role in the etiology of serious motor vehicle accidents. The hy-
pothesis (and some evidence) has been put forth that some previously im-
plicated correlates, viz., age, sex, and alcohol usage, are important
only by virtue of their correlation with more primary (in the causative
sense) psycho-social factors. The degree of relationship present between
psycho-social factors and traffic accidents is probably at least of the
order of magnitude found in several other areas between precursor and
outcomes and for which presumed countermeasures have been undertaken.

Attempts were made to find inter-relationships between the KAS scores
and variables from the structured portion of the psychological evaluation.
The results were more remarkable for the absence of any relationships
rather than their presence. For example, none of the KAS measures that had
significantly differentiated these male driver fatalities from the norma-
tive population was significantly correlated with either age or presence
or amounts of blood alcohol concentration at autopsy. One might reasonably
have expected the social obstreperousness factor to be more prominent among
the young driver fatalities, as well as among those with positive blood
alcohol levels, but such was not the case.  One interpretation of this find-
ing was that, old or young, drinking or non-drinking, the socially obstrep-
erous driver is at an increased risk of becoming a fatalitye

In the aggregate, these findings are consistent with earlier investiga-
tions that relate aggressiveness and emotional instability to accident in-
volvement. The studies present evidence in a quantitative and standardized
form, that certain definable behavioral traits are more prominent among
male drivers involved in fatal accidents than among men in general.

In a free society, the people must ultimately decide through their
elected and appointed representatives whether these relationships and attend-
ant risk factors are sufficiently large (and the associated disadvantages
sufficiently small) to warrant proceeding with effective countermeasures
programs.
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NO 1 10 66,7 § 16 84,2 } 7 70.0 } 16 61.% } 49 70,0

YES 5 33,31 3 1%.8 § 3 30.0 % 10 38,5 § 21 30.0

------- -‘--——-0--------1 -------‘-------‘--uo——-1—--—------

1 I
15 62,95 19 43,21 10 58,8 26 68.4 1 70 56.9

L)

L X X B X X K X N X X X X X X 3

I
1
I
1
TOTAL RESPONSES {
I
I

RGN W R T Gh U D s e D SR Es | e e ar W e T e W 4n ey wm e @ B a0 an - aevus W oe ------------------—--‘-I----------

NO RESPONSE 9 37.5 25 56.8 { 7 41.2 12 31l.¢ { 53 43,1

NOT APPLICABLE 0 0,0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0,0 % 0 0.0
TOTALS % cu 44 % 17 38 { 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

- e > e WD vy D WP e e a

BAL LE ,i0 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE .10 AGE 2% aur
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 3,624 FOR 1 OF
BESRERERREEEE LR KRN EA B R XX SRR EREBEEE LR AR FRBE RS R E R R R KX E K
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-2¢ VS, BAL 6E .11 AGE 15-24

2 X 2 CHI=SIUAREL = 0.068 FOR 1 OF

EERREEEEXX AR RE BB R AR AR RER SRR EE SRS S ESE R RS X LR S XK
JBAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS, BAL GF ,11 AGE 25 3UP

2 X 2 CHI=SQUARL = 1.75% FOR 1 OF

EEAPEEREREX XK B ARSI KR AR A YRS Y B RESERE IR B SR EE B AN ERREERE RS
AL GE .11 AGE 315-24 VS, BAL GE 11 AGE 25 auP

2 X 2 CHI=SQUARE = 6,007 FOR 1 OF

BEEEEERE XSRS N R AR KRR AR EE KRR E RSB ER SRR E R AR %



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION: INC. 26
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%)  FINAL REPORT  TASK 11
FATAL RESPONS1BLE MALE DRIVERS (1968+1973)

Qu9 WHAT WAS THE SUBJECT'S OCCUPATION

-------.---—-—-----Q------—-----------—--------------.-----—----——-------O---.

oo BALLE BB f L BALGE a1 j..roTAaL
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 2% SUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 3up I
SR SUSLAJSPI it - SRR SN SO JUPN (-0 UL SN L JHUL. A5
NONE % 0 0,0 } 0 0.0 % 1 94 } 0 0.0 § 1 1.4
UNSKILLED WORKR % 3 30,0 { 3 11.5 { 4 36,4 { S 18,5 { 15 20.3
SEMI=SKILLED % 2 20,0 { 5 19,2 § 1 9.1 } 9 33.3 % 17 23.0
SKILLED WORKER % 1 10,0 % 3 11,5 % 4 36,4 % 5 18.5 { 13 17.6
CLERK, TECHNICN % 2 20,0 % 6 23.1 § 1 9.1 i S 18,5 i 14 18,9
SEMI-PROFESSNAL { 2 20.0 % 7 26.9 { ¢ 0.0 { 3 11,1 % 12 16,2
MINOR PROFESSNL % 0 6.0 % 2 1.7 % ¢ 0.0 % 0 0.0 § 2 2.7_
MAJOR PROFESNAL % 0 0.0 % c 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0,9 % i 0.0
D et e R B e L LTS CE LR L PN
TOTAL RESPONSES % 16 41,7 26 59.1 % 11 64,7 27 71.1 { 74 60.2
RB'EEE;5&55""’§"'?"EEZE"“IS“EBIE':"‘S"Es'Z"‘“IB”EE?S'{’ZE"SEIS
hoy ApbuIcamie 1 .1 .23.2 0. .00 1 .8e3 L 26l 0 1.3
TCTALS i 24 44 { 17 36 § 123
ME AN i 3.80 4,58 § 3.00 _ 3.70 % 3.92
s U { 1.62 1.55 % % 1.%0

1.26 14306

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

R X W R R L ¥ X N Y ¥

BAL LE L.10 AG%(lB 2gq)vs. BAL LE6.10 AGE 25 BUF
SRS EXE MR AR EEEEEE R EEL KRN R E R EE RSB ERSE SRR R
Bal LE .10 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

Ftl, 19) = 1.608
1333323322333 33223223323 323 s 2133 f P22 R
BAL LE .10 AGE 2% &UP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 &UP

F(ly 51) = 4,9%4 \
t#tttt##tttttttt‘ttttt‘t#tttttttt*tttt‘t‘#tt*ttt
BAL GE <11 AGE 1%5=24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 8uP

F(ly 36) = 3357
#t*t*t#*tttt*ttt##*#*tl**tt#t‘tt#t*tttlttt‘ttt#t

(¢ 3
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 27
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT  TASK II
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

@52 ANY JOB CHANGES WITHIN LAST 12 MONTHS

TS D WS D AR GRS W R G G Ay D A an SR v WD s G e R D G SR RS D S AR A T W AP D G AL E R G W W T R A D T AR S W ES G M S W TR W e o0 YO G e o W ap ey

I "BAL LE .10 1 BAL GL .11 I TOTAL

- RESPONSE 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &up I . . .
oo f N PET N PCT D N PCI N PCT I N PeT
NONE { 5 62,5 { 14  70.0 % 4 ab.y % 14 56,0 § 37 59.7
PROMOTION § 1 12,5 % 2 10.0 § 1 11.1 % 5 2040 % 9 14,8
NEW JOB % 2 25,0 % 4 20,0 % 3 33.3 % 5 20,0 % 14 22,6
LEAVE ABSENCE § 6 0,0 § 0 0.0 } 0 0.0 § 0 0.0 § 0 0,0
ACCIDENT % o 0,0 % 6 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0,0 % o 0.0
UEMOTION { 0 0.0 % 0 0,0 i 0 0.0 % 1 4.0 } 1 1,6
LAID-OFF I 0 0,01 0 0.0 I 1 11,17 0 0.0 1 1,6
FIRED i ¢ o0.0f o 0,01 o o0.0r o 6.0} o o.0
e mm—— - S SN S SO SU
TOTAL RESPONSES { g 33,3 20 45,5 § 9 52.9 25 &5.8 } 62 50,4
ﬁa’ﬁiéﬁsﬁgi""°§"'5"33?3”“26"53?3'1"'E"SEIS""IE"SEI;'%"Ei"ZI:S
MOy APRLICbLE ... L8 e 2 Rl r_2ee i 10 8.1

TOTALS { 2h 44 { 17 38 { 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE 010 AGE 1%«24 S, BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 &UF
ROT PERFORMED -~ EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 32
t‘##t##“*‘t##t‘##tt**#“".t““‘t.*t.#§.##*t#‘t#l‘
SAL LE .10 AGE 15«24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24
2 X 2 CHI-SGUARL = Ue066 FOR 1 OF (1)
1233233332338 333332 *t*##***‘t#t*‘tt‘#“.f#*“t‘#“t#
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 zUP
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.426 FOR 1 DF TC 1)
.'###‘Il‘*#ii“#‘l‘l**##*‘..#‘tt‘_#.t‘#!t!t‘*‘t.#‘#tt
BEAL GE .11 AGL 15-24 VS, BAL of .11 AGE 2% gup
2 X 2 CHI=-SQUARE = 0.042 FOR 1 0F (1)
EEEREKREE SRR R R AR B AN EEEES RS R E IR R ER SRS X



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC, 28

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%) FINAL REPORT TASK 11
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (196B-1973)

Q%90 DURING CHILDHOOD- EXCESSIVELY ACTIVE AND/OR AGGRESSIVE

L R N L T PR P T P T T T P P IR Y PR L T LT LT 2 L L L L 2 L L4 2

1o nae e e s oA S-L T S AL S
RESPONSE I AGE 15524 AGE 25 SUP I AGE 15-24  AGE 25 aup I
ey N PEY N PCT I n Rl N Rerdow P
NO I 12 80,01 14 87,51 8 7271 16 72,71 50 78.1
YES I 3 20001 2 1253 3 2731 6 27.51 14 2l.9
———ecmmmee e R R
TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 16 36.4 1 11 64,7 22 87,91 64 52,0
QE'EEEEBEEE"'"%"'3"33?3""58"25:3'{"E"EE:S""IZ"ZETT;"SS"ZE:S
NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 6.0 0 9.1 0 .00 . .0 .00 0Bl
TOTALS I 2y 44 I 17 38 1 123

1r575 op SIGWIFICANCE

---------- - a0 e

BAL LE .10 AGE 1%-24 vS. BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 sup

NOT PERFORMED - EXPLCCTYED FREQUENCY LESS ThHAN 3
ARXEERKEEREEKARAREABARARAER LR AEE IR ERAB SRS AR RS E XSRS &
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24% VS BAL GE 411 AGE 15=24

NOT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 :
I L e Pt e e P T P T S P
BAL LL .10 AGE 25 8UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% 3uF

2 X 2 CHI-SGQUARL = 0.489 FOR 1 UF
EEREEEXEEREBERERERRBI R AR URRRERRRB U AR ARR B KRS RPN KRS ¥
EAL GE .11 AGEL 15-24% vS,. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 3up

e X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 06171 FOK 1 OF

I T R Y e P P ST P PR R L R L )

=

i)

i
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 29
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%)  FINAL REPORT  TASK Il
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1573)

¢

G61 MENTAL HEALTH DURING THE YEAR PRIOR TO ACCIDENT

DS G G T Y AR W s WP IS G UL G AP SR WP T D TR e R e S L VR T 4 S e W O G S W @D e T AR U gy an @R TP WR W WD O G A G A W G B G S WD SR U W YD T D S S G W 0w T e ae

[ .Bacte o100 % . BALGE .11 T..TOTAL .

RESPONSE % AGE 15'2# AGE 25 gUP I AGC 15’24 AGF 25 8E$ { N PCT
SRRV JUPOAHURPIG -2 S L SO SOOI =0 NI PRI SO
POOR } 4] 0,0 % 1 Se¢3 % 1 ‘ el % 5 19,2 { 7 9.9
FAIR % 2 13.3 § 0 0 % 0 0,0 % 3 11.5 { % 7.0
Goor " % T 46,7 } 8 42,1 % 5 45.5 { g 34,6 § 29 40,8
EXCELLENT { 6 40,0 { 10 52.6 { 5 45,5 % 9 34.6 } 30 42.3

1 1
TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 6245 19 43,2 i 11 64,7 26 68.4 1 71 57.7

- D s S U T e W | W RS A e D D W D e e @ S B e U D R R TR S | o e e ED wp G TR G S Tk R e e -O--—I---—------

NO RESPONSE § 9 37,5 2% 85648 { 6 35.3 12 31.6 { 52 42,3
NOT APPLICABLE i 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0,0 1 0 0,0
TOTALS } 24 44 % 17 38 { 123

1 I 1
MEAN % 3.27 5.“2 % 5.?7 2065 i. 3015
S D 1 0,70 0.77 1 0.90 lelz I 0.93

TESTS OF bIGNIFlCANCE

BAL LF (10 AGE 1%=-24 vS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 XUP
F(ly, 32) = 04364
l‘*'##t‘l“it“#“tt*l‘t“’ti#t*tt#"‘.“t“tttt
BAL LE +10 AGE 15«-24 VS. BAL GE ,11 AGE 15-24
F(ly 24) = 0.000
1 323 3232 2 3 R 2R3 3R R 22 R 3R 2 33 3 3 PR R 23R R R R R RINIR RN 2
BAL LFE .10 AGE 295 8UP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 2% JUuF
F(l, 43) = 3,713
‘t*##t‘#t#t#*t*I*tt#*t‘#‘t‘tt*#‘#‘#.."‘.t#“ttt
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% xUP
F(ly 3%) = 1244
REXEEREES RS LR ENEREZEE SRR B E RS ERN R R EEEE RN &
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORT TasSK I
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q76C IMPULSIVE

AP EP AR O AR S D O Y AD AR D S W TP e O D O s W g D D R R A G D TR E s WE WS R T A NS e D AN TR aR W G D G BB S R WP T Pl Wn W AR ED R e W TR WD T OB w D WP G TP a0

. .Bab b 10 fo o BAc Gt .1y P TOTAL .

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 gUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 xup I
_---.._--------_-§-------551---------22.’.-%--'f--_--E-----.*----’i'.E--{--'.“----’.’SI
NO I 9 60,01 15 75,01 7 70,01 17 e5.4 [ w8 7.6
YES 1 & 40,0 % 5 25.01 3 30,0 f 9 346 1 23 32.4

1l I 1 - %
TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 k2.5 20 u4%,5 1 10  s8,.8 . 26 68.4 1 71 87.7

g G W @ e G T - e ] e oS T S e A N W W W W T -o----—-----‘--‘-——-cooI----‘-----

NO RESPONSE I g 37,5 24 54,5 1 7 41,2 12 31.6 } 52 42,3
NOT ﬂPPLICABLE * 0 G.0 0 0.0 I g 0.0 0 U0 } 0 0.0
TOTALS { 24 44 % 17 38 { 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

-t e w e s OB s WS W

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL LE .10 AGE 2% jup
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = Ue334 FOR 1 DF

T 332333233233 2333233233 32 2 38 2223 RS2 R 8RR 2 E
BAL Lt .10 AGE 15«24 VS, BAL GE +11 AGE 15=24

2 X 2 CHI=SQUARL = 04007 FOR 1 DF
tuttttt‘tt*ttttttttt#ttt*.tttt#**t‘##ttt‘t‘ttttttttttt
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 xupP

2 X 2 CHI-SGUARE = 0143 FOK 1 OF
tt#tt##*t*tttttt*t#*tttt###tttttt_‘tttt‘tltt.#‘tttttt
BAL GE .11 AGE 1%-24 VS, WAL GE .11 AGE 2% iuUpP

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.017 FOR 1 CF
2332233823233 32 2233323332223 32 223338223332 2 ¢ 2 2 £

~y

&)

e
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MARYLAND MEDICAL~LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 31

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(1973=1974)  FINAL REPORT TASK 11
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE ORIVERS (1968-1973)

Q760 CAREFUL AND METHODICAL

I 0 R D R D e T T U G R A S TR B e TR TR A R A W D R R P aD W B D W W e S SR T PGP R D R e D v O G DA s N AR A e

looo....Bab te .10 fLo. . BALGE .11 f.IoTAt |
RESPONSE I AGL 15=24 AGE 25 8UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 %UP I
e N RCT N _RCT L NPT NPT RT
NO 17117 73,371 10 50,0 17 7000 ] 14 s3.a ] 4z 59.2
YES I

“ 26,7 1 10 50,0 § 3 3p.0 % 12 46,2 { 29 40.8

i I I
TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 20 43,5 1 10 58,8 26 68.4 1 71 57.7

mmeEme B earBEeEe | SO RN T RN BB D PR D W I | e T T T W W WS e e TR On e n | GRG0 D Gk W e T e e

NO KRESFONSE } 9 37,5 24 54,5 § 7 41.2 12 31.6 % 52 42,3
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0,0 0 0.0 % 0 0,0 0 0,1 { 0 0.0
TGTALS } 24y 44 % 17 38 % 123

TESTS CF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LL .10 AGE 15«24 VS, BAL LE .10 AGE 2% &uP
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 1093 FOR 1 DF

EREEAE XX LA B R EERE XS AR SRV EEEE RS EREREERERE RS S S EX R XK S S ES
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGEL 1S5=24

NGT PERFORMED « EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

A EEEEFASBERAEAR SRR X LSRR EEE R K SNBSS A RERNE X EREE RS R R K E X
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP vS, BAL GE 4,11 AGL 25 3xuP

2 X @ CH1-SQUARL = 0.001 FOR 1 DF

L E 32 22 22 23 7 3 21 S S P 222X 2 A R 22 ¥ 333 233033 228232 33220 2F
CAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 3UP

2 X 2 CHI=-SQUARL = Ge253 FOR 1 OF

[ 22323 333333 23 22 22 33333 23 02 73 R 3R 2R 2883 22 2 3220
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK IIX
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

@80 D10 THE SUBJECT DRINK ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES

/
D D On D N S R Gr Es B YD G A A P D A R RS e A0 B U S W P TP S SR A A D G A A NP R BB h G R TR GRS TR YD W AR TN R W WGP WS e B G B OP ap P BE A Sn @b on OB @ 0 W wr 9

1 BaL LE .10 ¢ BAL GE 11 I TOTAL

----‘------------------I--- ------ oh an @ an W 60 a8 us --“--I’--‘---'--
RESPONSE I AGE 1324 AGE 25 3UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 §Up I
. N UORET BT 1 AR 15733 ACE B EN T N pev

56»3{""”"“"1"'3"56'6‘§"‘5"56’3‘§'“I‘“; I‘%’“E‘“E?B'if"?f 1.4
LT 1/WEEK 6 0.0 % 1 5,0 { 0 0,0 i 0 0,01 1 1.4
ONE PER WEEK 4 2667 % g 0,01 2 18,2 § 0 0.0 § & 8,6
FEW PER WEEK 5 33.3 § 9 45,0 i 1 9.1A§ T 25.2 i 22 31,4
LT 4/WEEK 0 0,0 % 1 5,0 % 1 9.1 % 1 “e,2 % 3 4.3
GE 4 PER WEEK o} 0.0 § 2 10,0 § 2 18,2 { 4 16.7 § 8 11,4
GE 1 PER DAY 3 20,0 % 3 15,0 % ¢ 36.4 § 12 50.0 { 22 31.4
R T crcecrdmaccccnncnercnccncncnccnccncacnn. P LT T gy

I I
1% 62,5 20 45,5 1 11 4.7 24 63,2 I 70 56,9

- Ay e W WD AP W) AN W a AP W G an S - w0 o TR PR T TR P R X R L L X X ¥ A X L J

9 37,9 2% 54,5 6 35,3 14 36.,8 I 53 43,1

TOTAL RESPONSES

NO RESPONSE

Dot el St el e Puned B et Pk Jel ool Pl Pad Praef oy P fnef Pt oot Pt P Pk (o Prvms vl Pl onal vt Pl Pl Pt P

1
NOT APPLICABLE 0 0,0 0__0.01 0 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0
“TOTALS 24 , G4 I 17 - 38 I 123 ‘
1 I |
MEAN 3.73 4,00 I 5,09 5.88 1 4076
S 0 2,02 2,00 I 2,07 1.33 1 1.98

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE .10 AGE 25 3uP
F(ly 33) = 0.151

2 T P P R T e Y L e P L I L L I Et )
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 V8, BAL GE <11 AGE 15-2%
Flly 24) = 2.811
EEXEAXEREREREBERAEATEARREAREERERNVARBIER SR AR XS R %
BAL LE .10 AGE 2% &UP VS. BAL 6E .11 AGE 25 sUP
F(ly 42) = 13,812
PP AP 3 PP P PPPU--3- P43 P PP T TP
BAL 6E .11 AGE‘%S 2%3,V$. BAL GE 11 AGE 25 3uP
t#tt‘tttt#tttt‘#t;tttttttt#tttt**tttt#tt‘tt.tttt

(%)

(0]
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 33
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974)  FINAL REPORT  TASK II
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

084 UID DRINKING EVER PRODUCE LOSS OF EMOTIONAL CONTROL

DG N AP U D UD AP WS A e W DO D e Dk S s T RS W AR DA e an DN R IR TR e A e 4D AR AR ED W R A e e El s wn Y TS AR A W D

I o_..Ba e e R L _BALSE L2l f.TorAL

RESPONSE [ AGE 15-24  AGE 25 gUP I AGE 15:24 AGE 25 gue I
JRPRRRCRPICRPRIURRUPIPRS PR RS 5.4 =5 5 SRS R - PP SR R JRORS S
NO I 10 90,91 13 86,71 7 70.0 1 16 6.0 1 46 T5.4
YES I 1 9@ 2 13,31 3 30,01 9 3601 15 24.6

i : I 1
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 11 45,8 15 34,1 1 10 58.8 25 65%.8 1 61 49,6

BB BB R DD | SR WP BB B WG AR | o T e GG S YR A WG we W NS S e e -I-----,-n---

NO RESPONSE { 10 41,7 25 56.81 6 35,3 13 3%.2)% 54 43,9
NOT APPLICABLE I 3 12,5 4 9,1 1 5.9 6 0,01 8 6,%
TOTALS } 24 T % 17 38 } 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 3up
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

XX EREEES R EE R XA R R AR KRRV U RS SRR E R R K
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 15-24

 NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
REEREES XS SR U XE SRS A KR SRR B LS B E R R SR RS R EREE SR E IR R EE K
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 ZupP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 ZUP

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 1.412 FOR 1 DF

[ 2333 222 2222232322 2222222 2222228 22 P23 223 222 822 %]
BAL_GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 3UP

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0,003 FOR 1 oF

XXX R RR USSR EEXBE KX R ER SR EE SR U R RS SRS S EESE L SRR R R KR X



MARYLAND MEDICAL~LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC, 3

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORT TASK I
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968=-1973)

Qa6A ORINK WHEN ANXIGUS AND UPSET

G5 W h G w W G W W W AP D G e TR A e TR D N B G e T D SR W WP W T T G W WD g e D WD B G T G G WD WS R AR WGP A e W O TR OB GP G GR W S O W 4 T uy W

BAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TorvaL

I - e W ap > W o -
}----— Ll L T T BN ? Ll T T Y P P T T T T R g gy
i

RESPONSE AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP %

N PCT N PCT N PCT N PCT I N PCT
EEGEE"""""'I"'E'"EEI¥'§"IE“EZZ’1"1"'E'f_Z.EI%'g"II"EE?Z'i"SE"ZBZZ
OCCASIONALLY % 3 33,3 1 2 13.3 % 1 12,51 s 23.8 1 11 20.8
FREQUENTLY I o 0.0 % 3 20,0 { 2 25.0 1 s 23.8 § 10 18,9
cececrcoraccacca]acencececncnccncacccnsc]cnnccnncacecnaccncncencn]ceccccanan
TOTAL RESPONSES § 9 37,5 15 34,1 P og 47.1 21 595.3 § 83 43,1
I CTC A S PRI S PP o N T KR U PR S
'i‘.’I-EEE':EE’.‘?EE--%---2--53-':‘-----‘.’---2:-_‘-------?-3-----9-- 9.0 1 _.8__.8:%.

TOTALS 1 24 ; 38 1 123
MEAN § 1.33 1.53 % 1.63  1e71 % 1.58
) i 0,50 0,83 i 0,92 0.85 1 0.79

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCL

BAL LE .10 AGE 1%-24 VS, BAL LE +10 AGE 25 2UP
F(l, 22) = 0,422
SRR EABERKEE RS SRS E RS R R SRR B IR R R EEEREREEE RS EEE SRS S
BaL LE .10 AGE‘%S 225,VS. BALOGEB.II AGE 15=24
FESEER B A SRR EERE RN SRS XA SRR BE ER SSRGS E RS EE RS RS E
BAL LE L,10 AGE 2% ZUP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 2% suP
F(l, 24) = g.406
BEEERSEE N E SR A LSS EREE X E X BRSSP U B BE R NS S S LR ER SRR SR
BaL GE ,11 AGE 15-24% VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &sUP
F(l, 27) = 0.062
“.*‘.*‘*'**t‘*‘.‘*‘t‘"‘..‘.““‘.“‘.“.‘...*‘

(2]

L]

[{])
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 35

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973~197H#) FINAL REPORTY TaskK 11
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q86B DRINK WHEN DEPRESSED AND DOWN IN THE DUMPS

- P Y 0 D P A P B SPGB e W P O B W D P AN O T T D N D WP R e P WP G G O R 0 B D R e e B R G S SR WP G W T WS W D AR ws e G B O 08 e S B D WD ey @ S5 o B @ @

1 BAL LE .10 I BAL GE o211 I TOTAL

I ----------------——---‘-x R D D e s R G N S D S e T R S e b | G AR A S w
RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 2% 3uP AGE 15-24 AGE 2% 8UP I
T AR YSREY MOR 2 EUT I ONE YRR MR TVRN L w et

NEVER i 6 750 % 11 73.3 { 6 ‘so.o % 9 45,0 % 32 60.4
OCCASIONALLY { 2 25,0 % 2 13.3 % 2 20.0 } 5 25.0 § 11 20.8
FREQUENTLY § c 0,0 i 2 13,3 i 2 20,0 { ¢ 30,0 I 10 18,9
R, S S SRR JR L. S J
TOTAL RESPONSES % 8 33,3 15 34,1 { 10 %8.8 20 52.6 % 53 43.1
66‘55556&5&""‘§"IE"EZZE""EE"SZZE’%“’E"SEZE“"EE”E?IE'%"EE"%oZ;
NOT APPLICABLE [ 3 12,5 % 3.t % b .Ses .0 ..teb il Bt
TOTALS { 24 4y { 17 38 % 123
MEAN i 1.25 1.40 % 1.60 1.85 i 1.58
S 0 I O.46 .74 I 0.84 0.88 I 0.79

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Y D BE TS S NP e e G A T G @ e

BAL LE .10 AGE 1%-24 VS, BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 auPp
F(l, 21) = 0271
AEXREFEEE KRR E SRR E R RE R E RS E A A RS R AR E B &
BAL LE «10 AGE(%S-Z?G)V§. BAL G6E 11 AGEt 18=-24
t‘t“‘*‘**#‘*t#‘.;‘*“*';“.‘.‘;‘.“.*‘.‘.#"“*
BAL LE 10 AGE 2% &UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 guUP
F(ly 33) = 2586
“‘**..‘tt“#““tl*“*#'*“‘**‘!*‘..*“.“..“t
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% sUP
F(1, 28) = 0.5%7
R EEXRRENR U N EER SRS RS LS EREBEE R RSB KA EE N B &



MARYLAND MEOICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION.
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974)

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE

Q878 DRINK WH

36

LT YT LT ey T L P R T L L P T L P L L L L L L Y P P L L Y L 1 3 2 Y )

T O
RESPONSE § ASE 15;%? AGE 25 ggg
T T B ity
OCCASIONALLY I 4 3331 6 4.2
FREQUENTLY % 1 8.3 i 1 7.7
ccccmcmccne - . cecmmumca—wn——-
ToTaL RESPONSES I 12 50,0 13 29,3
NO RESPONSE ‘ % 9 37.5 2? 61.%
NOT APPLICABLE 1 3 12,5 & _ 9.1
TOTALS { 24 1y
MEAN ; 1.50 1.62 |
S D 1 0,67 0,63

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

o G G W G an RS an D WP D W O e @&

BAL LE .10 AGE 15«24 VS, BAL LE
F(ly, 23) = 0.19

P T T T T T
BAL LE .10 AGE %S-ZQO)VS. BALIGE
y =

INC,

FINAL REPORT TASK II
DRIVERS (1968-1973)
ILE DRIVING
1 _____BAL 6L .11 1 TOTAL
s A A
x"fz‘fza:a‘;“za°';a:a'§";;“;sza
: 3 30,0 g 9 36,0 { 22 36,7
t 3 30,0 } 6 24.0 % 1y 18,3
PP T SRR P
1 10 se.a 25 e5.8.1 60 48.8
1 6 35,3 13 34,2 1 9% 44,7
i 1 5.9 6 0.0 i 8 6.3
y":; """ I+l Sean
; 1.90 1.84 % 1.73
1 0.88 0.80 1 078

610 AGE 25 3UP

1 221t 222

%11 AGE 15-24

46
t#t***t‘tt“#tﬁtl“‘ttt*lt.““#“‘..“..“‘.t‘.

BAL LE .10 AGE 25 2UP VS, BAL GE
F(ly 36) = o7

SEREKEEARSAEERAEERIREAESREERESRREI RS S
BAL GE
F(ly, 33) =

0,038
t**##.##tlt.tt‘t#t#“t.#““*‘#.“““‘#

e11 AGE 25 &UP

CeBEO RN

+11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 3UP

REEEEEEN
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MARYLAND MEOICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC,
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1873-197%)

37

FINAL REPORT TASK 11X

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

@93 EVER RECEIVE MEDICAL TREATMENT FOR THE EFFECTS OF DRINKING

---------------ﬁ-‘----------------------ﬁ-----—-o--‘-—------------------.--

I BAL LE .10
RESPONSE 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 aUP
1 N PET R ST BeY
No 1 117100,0 1 14 3.3
YES I 0 0,01 1 6.7
' lommmmmmmmee e
TOTAL RESPONSES I 11 45.8 15 34.1
NO RESPONSE | 10 #1.7 25 36.8
NOT APPLICABLE I 3 12.5 & 9.1
TTTTRomalsTT U p e W

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

&

b
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BAL GE .11 I TOTAL.
AGE 15-24 AGE 25 3uUP 1
N  PCT N PCT I N PCY
10 100.0 % 2% 96,2 2 60 96,8
0 0.0 I 1 3.8 1 2 3,2

1

LD A D Lol d ol ol ot ok adnd o ----x----n-----

1
26 68,4 I 62

10 58.8 . 52.“
17 38

I 123
I

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 supP
NOT PERFORMED -~ EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3

Ot‘*#t‘t.#t#“tt‘ttt‘t.“l.‘.‘*“#tt“.“‘““*‘#tl‘
BAL 10 AGE 15-24 vSe BAL GE .11 AGE 1%=24

NOT PER#o MED = EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
2313323373831 33 3338313333333 13311232 323822 2384 24
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 sUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
'*t‘*‘*‘tt“t.‘lt‘t‘tt‘t‘#"““.‘.t.““.“t‘tt#"‘
BAL 11 Ag 15<24 S, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 BUP

NOT PER# MESE - EXPECTED "FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
PRERE R R RS KN LR R R B AR EC R AR SR E SRS EER RSB BB EEE R KSR SRR
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RARYLAND REQOICAL~-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION 8TUDY (1973~197#) FINAL REPORT TASK 1%
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE ORIVERS (1968-1973)

Q94 HOW MANY CIGARETTES SMOKED PER DAY

[l d L L 2 L & L2 L A £ A 2 & X L o L & L A X 3 4 2 2 2 L 22 22 2 X 2 4 2 2 2 2 X 2 22 2 X 2 2 R 2 2 re  2 2 X 2 1 2 23

I __BAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 1 TOTAL

RESPONSE § ch'1§-gu"KEE'£§'§gF'l’EgE'Iégég"ZEE'EE”§BS‘,"""""
----------«-----x-----------------------x--------------------EI-‘--f----tsz
10 OR LESS I 11 73.3 I 15 78,9 § 9 81.8 I 12 50.0 47 68.1
11-20 i 3 20,01 2 10.5 { 2 18,21 5 20.8 12 17.%
2130 2 0 0,0 % 2 10,5 i 0 0.0 % “ 16,71 6 8.7
3140 § 1 6.7 { 0 0,0 0 0.0 { 1 4.2 2 2.9
4150 I o 0,01 o0 0,0 f 0 0.0 1 4,21 1 1.4
51-60 g 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 i 0 0.0 1 o 0.0 i 0 0,0
61=70 I o o0.01 0 0.0 ] o0 0. i 1 4.2 ; 1
71-80 % 0 0,0 § 6 0,01 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 § 0 0.0
81-90 } 0 0,0 { 0 0.0 ; 0 0.0 1 o 0.0 % 0 0.0
91-100 ! o 0,0 © 0,0 © ©0,0I O O0.0! © 0,0
MORE THAN 100 ; 0 0,0 ; 0 0.0 i 6 0,0 ; 0 0.0 % 0 0,0
'"""'”""""1“""""""“‘“”'“”"}'“'””"””""”""'“""§""'“""

TOTAL RESPONSES } 15 62,% 19 43,2 11 4.7 24 63,21 69 1356,1

- A AR Sy N WA D e L L L B X L X Yy Y 2 X N ¥ Y ¥ L L A L L X X 2 X K R A X X L L X K X X J L X 2 X L X L 2 ¥ 3

1
NO RESPONSE I 5 37.5 25 %6.81 6 35,3 14 36.8 1 S8 43,9
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0,0 o 6.0l o 0.0 o 0.0l o 0.0
TOTALS % 24 ve g 17 38 1123
1 1
vean I 8.73 7.37 1 5,48 16.88 10667
) 1 11.65 10.46 1 8.20 17.96 1

13.96

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 1%5-24 VS, BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 3UP
F(le 32) = 0.129
S L T D TP Tt I T P Ty I T T
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL 6E .11 AGE 15-24
F(ly 24) = 0.637
SERBAERFAEREAESIURSEXERERBRESFREEE SRS A ER SRR RN &
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 JUP
F(le 41) = 4,186
PYRPUPPAPURNI A5 TP -1 STRPIADS 1) ORI PP
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL G6E ,11 AGE 25 2UP
Ftl, 33) = 4,012
PAPRRPURPPPPINPRAD D3 DTN PP PRRES 4 PPopeprppe
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MARYLAND MEDICAL~LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC,

ACCIOENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974)

Q98 HOW RELIGIOUS WAS THE SUBJUECT

39

FINAL REPORT  TASK 1I
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

L d A L L B L L L B 2 L L L X X 3 ¥ ¥ R A X T 2 E X ¥ 3T JF F T ¥ ¥ PO Py T ey ¥ L L P 2 X L X 3 1 2 1 2 Y 3

I BAL LE .10 ]

BAL GE

11

I TOTAL

RESPONSE { AGE 18%-24 AGE 25 SUP AGE 15=
1 N PCT N cTlI N - P

24 AGE 25 3aUpP
cT N PC

TI N PCTY

L R 2 D L L A 2 X T L X 2 ¥ BE X L L L ¥ X L 2 L X L X ¥ 2 X T J L T YT PRy P R Y L L L L L N Y P L L L]

NOT RELIGIOUS I 5 33.31 8 23,01 1 9.1 14 58,31 235 35.7
RELIGIOUS 1 & s3.31 12 60.0 1 10 90.9 I 10 41.7 I 4o 7.1
DEEPLY RELGIOUS ; 2 13,3 i 3 15,01 0 0.0 i o 00 i 5 Ta
mecccccnccraccsalceccnerreccsacescncases] acencrnoanmnaaencan ccce]eanccncnaa
TOTAL RESPONSES % 1% 62.9% 20 45,5 { 11 64,7 24 63,2 { 70 gg.g
RE'QEESSEEE"'"%'“5"5?:5""55*5«?:3" '"E"SSIS”"IE”SEZE'%"SS"ush
“91-‘.‘8'.’.&1‘355&5--}---9---9:2-----"3---‘.’:9-;---9.---2:.2 ..... 0__ %8l 0 _0%0
TOTALS 1 24 44 1 a7 38 I 123
MEAN % 1.80 90 1 1.91 1ou2 1 1.71
) I 0.68 0.6k 1 0.30 0.50 1 0.59

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE ,10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL ngélo AGE 25 zuP

Fily 33) =
A I L s et L T L P T T g T P I T v

bAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 y§, BAL GE .11 AGE 1%-2y4

F(le 24) = 0e248

SRR NEBH XA B S S X R LR RSB RS A E AR KR EEEER SRR G SRR SR &

BAL LE L10 AG%(%% xgs)vs. BALTGESiII AGE 2% aUP

KRR EEBE R KRS SR AR ER R SRS R EEESE SR EE R SRR EEE NSRS S P

BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% 2zUP
F(l:e 33) = 8952

.".t"“t."“.“"t*‘,‘..‘*"“..‘..“".“‘.'



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 40
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%) FINAL REPORY  TASK II
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q107 NUMBER OF PASSENGERS IN CAR AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

D5 0 U0 4 P D Wy 2 T D P D B D e W e > TD W R S D D PGP AP D R P P TR D S U W T o AR W D T Y D e A GV D D b AR U T G WD e TP e 46 (D U W) B BB A U 4D @B 5 0o a8

1 BAL LE .10 ) BAL GE ,11 I TOoTAL

RESPONSE 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 BUP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 aup b "
cecmmcmmmccemmeaf e DCT N PCT N PCY NPT N __.fcT
0 { T 46,7 % 16 80.0 % 6 54,5 § 23 88.5% { 52 72.2
1 i 2 13,3 § 2 10.0 i 2 18.2 % 0 0.0 i 6 8.3
2 } 4 26,7 % 1 5,01 2 18.2 { 1 3.8 I 8 11,1
3 § 1 6.7 % 1 5.0 } 1 9.1 { 2 7.71 S5 6,9
4 % 1 6.7 § 0 0.0 i 0 0,0 % 6 0.0 i 1 1.4
5 { 0 o.o\§ 0 0,0 o0 0.0 { e 0.0 § 0 0,0
6 I o 0,0 o 0,0 { 0 0.0 o0 0,0 o0 0,0
7 g 0 0,0 i 0 0.0 ; 0 0,0 I o 0.0 i 0 0,0
8 % ¢ 0.0 } 0 0.,0] ©0 0,0 % 0 0,0 % ¢ 0.0
9 1 o 0,01 0 0,0 0 0.0 ©0 0,0 ©0 0,0
MORE THAN 9 ; 0 0.0 i 0 0,0 i 0 0.0 ; 0 0,0 i 0 0,0
------ ----------I-----------------------]-—---------—o------—---l-----—-n——n
TOTAL RESPONSES } 15 62,5 20 45.% 11 64.7 26 - 68.4 x 72 58,3
ﬁG’REépB&EE""‘§ "3"53‘3""2:“;8‘3’1"'Z"SS'S“"'ZS"SI‘Z'x"SI"foS
NoT_AppLIcAsLE 0 8.0 0 %8 f 0 %0 0 %01 0o 00

TOTALS } 24 Bl i 17 3s I 123
MEAN ? 1.13 0.35 ; 0.82 3 i 0.57
s O 1 1,30 0.81 1 1.08 0.88 I 1,03

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

L T Y L L L P T X F ¥ Yy ¥

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE 310 AGE 25 sUP
F(l1, 33) = 4,784
‘““‘#t‘t't#tt*‘t!‘..‘t#‘#““*“.“‘*.(“‘*lt‘
BAL LE .10 AGE(%S 2uq)vs 8AL0652§11 AGE 15-24
z -

SERN R L ER R EEEE B AR RN EE SN ES RS EEE BRSNS RSP SES
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 3UP
Ftle 4y) = 0,028
‘&*‘*"‘ﬁ!‘..‘.‘..#"#t‘.“.‘....'..t"“.“‘.#t
BAL GF .11 AGE 15-24% VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP
F(l, 3%) .= 0262
."“*“##*‘**““#.*t“*‘ﬁ.““““".‘*t.“'#*
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION,s INC. 41
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%)  FINAL REPORT  TASK II
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

@l114 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD SPEED OF VEHICLE

I RACLe Lda 1 Gader .11 ] TotaL
RESPONSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 2% 8UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &uUP 1
JOPOME IR TREY MNP OBG r W VRGN TR ow o eer
SLOW DRIVER % 0 0,0 % 0 c,0 % .0 , 0.0 % 1 3.8 I 1 1.4
AVERAGE DRIVER { 10 6647 % 12 60.9 } T 63,6 % 135 50.0 % 42 %8,3
FAST CRIVER } 1 6.7 { 7 35,0 % 3 27.3 { 4 15.4 § 15 20,8
VERY FAST DRVER % 4 2647 } 1 Re0 % }1 9,1 % 8 30.8 { 14 19.%
Rt S Sttt Ittt
ToTaL KesPonses I 15 6205 20 s.S 1 11 4.7 26 68.4 I 72 38,5
NU RESPONSE i 2 37.5 24 sS4, 6 35,3 , 12 31.6 % 51 41.8%
not sppticante 1o o0 0 el o a0 o ol o 00
TOTALS % el 44 { 17 23 . { 123
MEAN % 2460 2.45 i 2.45% 273 % 2e¢58
< U 1 0.91 0.60 I 0469 0e96 I 0.81

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

- - . WS wn Gy R En e YR e G W G D O W W

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL LE .10 AGE 25 jupP
F(l, 33) = 0343
EREBEERREERREERREE RS RN ERE SRR RN R EEEERS
BAL LE .10 AGE 15=24 VS, 8AL GE .11 AGE 15-24
F(l' Z“) = 0.197
AREEXERSEEREB SRS REC R E Y SR REXEREEREE VSN KSR SRR R K R K ¥
BAL LE .10 AGE 2% sUP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% 3UF
F(lsy 4y) = 1.304
3223222222232 330 22232 3t 22 s ¢ A 13 33133 3 021
UAL GF 411 AGL 15«24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 sup
Filye 3%) = De7ul
REEEXEREE AN EKEE A RN YDA R RSN R SRS RO R EE R AR NS R %
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATIONs INC,
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORY TASK 11
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE ORIVERS (1968-1973)

42

Q115 GENERAL RISK-TAKING ATTITUDE

. W B D S R G Y N TP G R GRS e O A e e i GRS IR D YD G N SR G TP AR AR D O D S G WD R R e AR S WS R WD M AR s e I W SR an e e YD R GO W W an B g

1 BAL LE .10 I BAL GE .11 1 TO0TAL
eorouse  HE T S TR G e g
EZG?ISGE“""”;""S"EE?E'%“‘?"SEZB} "'I’f"é:I’%“'S"IIIS'{"22“15?2
AVERAGE % 7 46,7 § 10 50,0 } 8 72.7 % 15 S7.7 % 40 59,6
TOOK CHANCES % 5 33,3 § 2 10,0 § 2 18.2 % 5 19.2 } 14 19,4
OFTEN TK CHANCE % 0 0,0 } 1 5,0 % g 0. % 3 11.% } 4 S.6
P (P SRR SRS S R PRI, RSy PP
I?Iﬁ&-'iéf’i‘?’ii‘&‘%-%.-Eé--'.é%:.i.--f?--‘i?:?-;--ii--fﬁ:Z----Eé--§§:2-§;_ZE-;E";’:?.
NO RESPUNSE % 9 37,5 24 54,5 6 35,3 12 31.6 § 51 ul.s.
NOT aPPLICABLE I o 0.8 0 8.0 % 8 %0 ....0..0:01..09..%0
TOTALS % 24 44 ! 17 | 38 § 123
MEAN { 2.13. 1.85 § 2,09 2.33 % 2.11
s O % 0.74% . 0.81 { CoS4 Ue8Y % 0477

TE.STS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL Lt .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE .10 AGL 25 4up
Ftley 33) = 1.120

bt doddode detadetr i b bt it bttt s i b i 3 £ 2 22 3
CAL Lt «10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL 6L ,11 AGE 15-24

- F(ly 24) = 0,026

EXRE BRI ABEN RN SR EA AR B R RO RE R RSN ERBERERRI P A S

BAL LE .10 AGE <5 ZuP VS, BAL GE .11 AGL 25 &UP
F(ly 44) = 3,463

REEKEAEELFREERREBEABEEEERERBARE RN AR RS RRAB AR K%

DAL 6L o11 AGE 15-24  vS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 xuP

EIAKAERKEXERERCBNEEREREEERBRE SRS S SRR EBEEE TS R E X K

o)
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MARYLAND MEDICAL~LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(1973-197%) FINAL REPORY TASK I
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q117 DID THE SUBJECY USE SEAT BELTS

L2 P T P ¥ L LYy LRy ey Y P P P2 X e ¥y Yy ¥ 2 Y ¥ L Py eyt ey ¥y 2 2 02 ¥ L L 1 X 2 J

I BAL LE .10 BAL GE ,11 I TOTAL

RESPONSE z°ZEE-I§:§Z"§EEfEE"'GF' 'ZEE'IQZEE"ZEE'ES'aGS'x"""""
R A PCT I N PeT

N X L T T T T e --;----------------------- .---------------------- mecosantew

NEVER 42.9 § 8 47.1 i % 40.0 1 21 95.% 39 61,9

OCCASIONALLY 1 5 35,71 8 47,01 5 50,01 1 4.5 19 30.2
ALL THE TIME i 3 21,4 % 1 591 1 1040 ; 0 0.0 ¥ 5 7.9
R B e B Emaentl) Sttt
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 1% 58,3 ___17__38.6 1 18 _58.8 ___22_ 57.9 1 63 _%1.2
NO RESPONSE I 10 «1.7 27 61.4 1 7 w12 15 39.5 1 59 48.0
NOY ApPLICABLE 1 0 _ 8.0 .0 _ .00} .0 Ge0 LM 2 ll1l0:f
TOTALS I 2 44 I 17 38 I 123
MEAN i 1.79 1.59 | 1.70 1.05 1 1.46
s 0 1 0.80 0.62 I 0.67 0.2y 1 0.64

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE +10 AGE 15-24  VSe BAL LE ,10 AGE 25 SUP
F(ly 29) = 0.600
SREREREEREREELE ORGSR R B AR EE R AR AR EEEE SRS RN KRR
BAL LE o10 AGE 1%-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24
F(l, 22) = 0.076
!#"*“‘*l‘t#t"‘““t“““.“““....‘..“‘l‘*
BAL LE 10 AGE 25 SUP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 ZUP
F(l, 37) = 14.781
*_‘.‘**#**#'.""‘#l‘t“".“.‘..“"“l.‘.‘..'.“
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL_GE ,11 AGE 25 &UP
F(l, 30) = 17448
*t#*‘**#*.“#‘*#.'#*‘*t“““.‘.“#“.“'.““#‘



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION: INC. 4
ACCIDENT INVEST!GATION STUDY (1973~1974) FINAL REPORTY TASK 11}
FATAL RESPOMSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q118 WAS SUBJECT WEARING SEAT BELT AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

OB W W YD e VA YD AR D W TO WD A wn AP A ae GR TS G G TP N D Wy e S A GR W W D AR g WP G R s G T AR S WD S TP AR ED G e D WP R A Gy D YV B B D e O 4P o W o

I BAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TOTAL

I-—--—---------O--------I- ------------------- - o -------'--

RESPONSE = 1 AGE 15=- 2% AGL 25 &UP } AGE 15 2“ AGL 25 gUP

1 1 N PCT
N ';“IE"BS'E'?'E;";Z:E'I"_'5";"65:5'?'53"55:5'i"?i’";;:?
YES 1 1 6.3 1 1 4,0 1 0 0.0 I 2 8.01 4 5.3

1 1 1 I I
P T T T TE T T Y ey Sy -o--—-c----—---ounnl--n-—----—----—-'—--—----I—--—------
TOTAL RESPONSES } le 66,7 25 %6,.8 } 9 52.9 25 k5.8 i 75 61,0
567555555'“"%"'5"53:3""15"53:5' '"E"Z;II""IE"SKE-{'35"55:5
NOT ApPLICABLE §...0...2:0 0 %0 0 0.0 i lBef 108

TOTALS { 24 44 { 1?7 38 % 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 15=- VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 3UP

NOT PERFORMED -~ EX ECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
2 R e I P e I P P PR A T P22 T e
BAL LE .10 AGE 15~24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE _15~24

NOT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

I T e e e T T I T T T T
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 JUP _VS. BAL GE .13 AGE 25 sUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
e e T Y T T e T T T T e P P T T
BAL G€ .11 AGE 15-24 vS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 3uP

NMOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

R P22 PR P2 PR LAY AT PE Y Y AT P T Ay 1o P T P

W)
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MARYLAND MEDICAL~LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974)

45

FINAL REPORT TASK IT
FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

w122 EXHIBITION OF CONCERN WITH REGARD TO TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS

L 2 0 ¥ % ¥ 1 3 8 1 X L 2 A L 2 3 T 4 2 2 1 T ¥ ¥ 3 ¥ 2 ¥ ¥ T T2 1T ¥ 3 X 3 L T FF T X 1 1 3 3 - e G WS ey e Y ap YR e e e

Y e DAL LE W20 .. 955-55-'11 ...... 1__Towa

'RESPONSE 1 AGE 15524 AGE 25 gUP I ag AGE 18- s24 AGE 25 gup I L

EG'ESEEEE&""";"'E"SE'B';"'S"23:3';"'5'735:3”%"‘5"?5:5’§°'§§ "48.6

AVERAGE CONCERN } 4 50,0 % 6 54,5 % b 66,7 % 3 25.0 z 17 45.9

MUCH CONCERN % 0 0,0 %' 2 18,2 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 { 2 S.4

————— ———————— R S S S SIS UU, PP

ToTaL REsPONSES § 6 33.3 11 25,00 6 35.3 12 31,61 37 30.1

NO RESPONSE i"x%"éif%f"'ii'f?ﬁ'%' "'3"32'5""52"25:3'§°'EI"ZS:§
wot wepizcase {1 w2 2wl 2 oae 0 0wl s 4

TOTALS L 44 I 17 38 I 123
MEAN £ 1,50 1,91 1 1.67 1.25 i 1457
s D 1 0.55  0.70 1 0.52 Dets I 059

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCL

EAL LE 410 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 ZUP
F(le 17) 1.907
PP PP P DPLP P PO-H1 TP T332 ST
BAL LE ,10 AGE 1%-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 1%-24
F(ly 12) = 0.343
EXSXEERXEXGRREEBEIRBBLRSSRAR AR ABIENSRRBEEN SRR 5%
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 3UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP
F(le 21) = 7T.313
EXBASABEARBESAIEEBEBEA RS ER AR EAABAEARARRSE AR ER S
BAL GE 11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL 6E .11 AGE 25 zupP
F(l, 16) = 3.101
tt*tl‘tttt‘tttt‘tttt*ttt#tlt#t““.tl“t‘.‘ttt‘t
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TASK II

R123 INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER ACCIDENTS WHILE UNDER INFLUENCE OF ALCOMHOL

e G GD A W G W T W L E R X L L 2 L N L L T X 2 X X T X T 2 T X T ¥ 1 T 3 R ¥ L ¥ F ¥ X ¥ F ¥ ¥ X ¥ Y X P F W T ¥ TPy T ¥ ¥ 3 - ap G wn o W > o

TTTEACCE Lan 1 Bar ek a1 1 TotAL

RESPONSE % AGE 15;%% AGE 2% ggg i AgE 15 E? AGL 25 gg? I W PCT
- - - - Joecracnanan -------------I-- ----- O [Py S
NO % 11 91 7 i 14 100.0 % 7 }00 .0 % 13 72,2 4% 88,2
YES 1 1 8,3 1 0 0,0 I (] 0,0 I 5§ 27.8 1 6 11.8
S P My P 00 soETee e
Tora Reseonses 1 12 0.0 3¢ 3181 7 w2 18 el s s
NO RESPONSE % 12 50,0 30 68,2 1 10 58,8 20 B2.6 % T2 58.9%
nor_appLicase 1 o 0.0 0 001 o oo o 001 0 0.0

TOTALS % 24 44 { 17 38 % 123

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
vS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 suP

BAL LE ,10 AGE 15-24
NOT BERFORMED - EXPECTED FREGUENCY DESS rhan®y

BEP R RS XL BB EERE N EEEERE I RSB ES R B GEAEEEEOEEE RN EE R
BAL LE .10 AGE 1%=24 VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 15%=-2y4

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
ttttttttttttttt#tttttttttttt‘t#ttttttt.tltttttt‘#ttt
BAL LFE g AGE 295 4uUP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 2% gyP

NOT P£RFO MED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

kTR SRR RRX P RS RN R R SRS A E R E SRR B RS EREB NSRS E RS EE R E RN R e &
BAL GL .11 AGE 1%5-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% RUP

NOT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
REXEEEERR RS SRS EREB R EE R DB EREEEER SRR BB RS E0 EEK KR

)y
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Q124C TROUBLE WITH LAW A5 AN AUULT

.
S D W G S T S N e o D R WD AR S D TR R e D S e S YR S G AP D S e A W D S AP OO WS B D G D o W R G WY P A G Er T R AN R G W e D @S T e W OD GO S D e OB D @ S w w

. I BAL LT .10 { BAL GE .11 I TYOTAL

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 fUP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 3UpP I

} N PCT N cT { I CPCT ™y PCT { N PCT

NO = % 10 100 0 % 15 78.9 % 8 p8,9 % 14 0,9 I &7 7TT7.0

YES 1 0 0.0 I 4 21,1 1 1 11,1 1 3 39,11 14 23,0
i 1 I I 1

---—“----‘---——1---—---- ——————— P p— --}--------‘.-1‘ ------------ %-—-—-----‘

TOTAL RLSPONSES % 10 41,7 19 43,2 { 9 $2.9 23 &0.% 1 61 49,6

NG KESPONSE § i0 41.7 25 56.8 % & 35,3 1% 39,5 % 56 4%.%

NOT APPLICA‘LE { 4 16.7‘ 0 0.0 % 2 1l.¢ 0 o,0 % 6 4,9

TOTALS i 24 44 % 17 -1 § 123

BaL LE 10 AGL 15-24 VS, BAL LE .10 AGL 25 sup

NOT FERFORMED - EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
*t#*t*t#tttttttttttt*ttttt##**#tttttt*ttt‘-t*t#ttt**#t
AL LE 410 AGE 1%-24 VS, 8AL GE 411 AGE 15=2u

HOY PERFORMED - EXPECTEL FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3

13 2222222232232 2 2203232 3233382233233 333333222
CBAL LE .10 AGE 2% &uUP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% 3UP

¢ X ¢ CHI=-SGUARE = 0«857 FOR 1 OF
*#tt*tt#tt*t##*tt#*tt*t#tttttt‘t#*t*t#tt#tt##ttttttt
BAL GL .11 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 xubF

NOT PERFORMED «~ EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
EEEXSEREXEEBXRXAXBERRKXEXEB SRS U AE RSP AR BER KK TR kR S # &
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8125 NUMBER OF TIMES IN TROUBLE WITH LAW (CONVICTIONS)

------0---—- L L X X P X ¥ T Y ¥ ¥ B on G W AP A D WS DGR W G E P G WV UE G e e LA L L P XL XL X L L X L ¥ X 2 ¥ ]

1 BaL LE .10 1 galL GE .11 I TOTAL
I Tl T T ST T TS S
........... cmecn]lecmmccnecnarccacmcranra]cnrrncnmemreecrcnccrnecaee[teanenneon
0 % 10 76,9 % 13 78,9 } ‘$0.0 % 13 59,1 1 43 67.2
1 1 4] 0,0 1 1 5.3 1 € 20,0 I 2 9.1 1 5 7.8
2 i 2 15.4 ; 4] 0.0 § 1 10,0 ; e 5.1 ¥ =) 7.8
3 § 1 77 } 1 5.3 % 1] 0.0 % 1 4.9 % 3 4,7
4 { 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 { i} 00 % 2 9,1 % 2 3.1
95 } 0 0.0_} 9 0.0 } 1 10.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 1.6
é % 0 0,0 % 1 5¢3 } 0 0.0 % 1 4.5 % 2 3.1.
7 } 0 6.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0,0
& i 0 0.0 { 0 0,0 § 0 .0 } 0 0.0 § 0 0.0
9 1 1] 0,0 1 0 0,0 1 0 0.6 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
10 % 0 0,0 % 1 5.3 g 0 0.0 i 0 G.0 % 1 1.6
11 OR MORL 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 10,01 " 1 4,9 1 b 3.1
....... S SR SRNRTRSAE SRRt SRR TR
TeTA Responses I 13 sw.z 19 43.21 10 se.s_ 22 s7.3 1 ev 52,0
NO RLSPONSE % 11 4%,8 25 56.8 { T 41.2 16 42,1 I 59 48,0
nor_sppuicaste § o 9.0 0 001 0 00 o oai o 0.
TCTALS I 24 44 1 17 38 I 123
i i 1
MEAN % 0.54 p 1.05 } 2,00 218 } 1.48
s D 1 1,05 2.63 1 3,53 S5e38 I 3.72

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE ,10 AGE 2% JUP
Fil, 30) = 0443

BERREERE R KGR RN IR E S B EEERE SRS R OSSR RS

AL LE 410 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 1%5-2y4
F{ly, 21) = 2.025

REREEKEEEERERE LR ER A SRS R R RSB A XS E R R kB kRS EE R g

BAL LE .10 AGE <% 8UP VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 g&UP
Fl, 39) = 0.692

BEXEKEERE XSS E RS ES R AR A SR I REEEREU KB EREE BRSNS KEER R K%

BhAL GE +11 AGE 15-24 vS, BAL GE «11 AGE 25 &UP
F(l, 30) = 0.009

R REEEEE LS SRR B UL RS R B R R KRR E SRS SRR E S SR % %

)
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$12 NUMEER OF PREVIOUS SUSPENSIONS

D D D D D GRS R AR G TR e e S A s D SR G W D D AR WS R G R WD YD W TR G e G CD W e T S e A P W TH AP - T G R WD W e B WD O D gm0

oo  BALLE W10 L BAL GE .1t ___. Jgo.rora |
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 25 BUP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I
SN SN . S S PeT f..h e N ket I N __PeY
0 I 18 94.71 29 80461 11 9171 26 748 I a4 82.4
1 I 0 0,01 0 0,0I 1 8.3 & 14.31 & %.9
2 % 1 5,3 ; 4 11,1 % 0 0.0 ; 2 5.7 % 7 6.9
'3 I o 001 1 281 0o 0.0 I 2 sa@ 3 25
u I o 0,01 2 sS,6I 0 0,0T 0 0.01 2 2.0
5 I o o001 o 601 o o001 o 0.3 o 0.0
6 ; 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 ; 0 0.0 g 0 0.0 % o 0.0
7 I o 00l 0 001 0 001 0 0.0 I o 0.0
8 I o o0l o0 00 o0 00l o 0.0 I o 0.0
9 I o 0wl 0 o0.0@ 0 00 o0 0.0 I 0 0.0
10 1 o o001 © 90,01 © 0,01 ©0 0,0 0 0,0
11 OR MORE I o 0.1 o0 0.0F o o001 o ooy o 0.0
1 1 1 1 {
------- --------~{---------—-------------1-----------------------§----------
TOTAL RESPONSES I 19 79,2 36 81.8 f 12 70.6 35 92.1 1 102 82,9
EG'EF§56§§E""°§"'E"EE:E""'E"IE:E'i" 5"55'3""'3"';3'%"EI"I'T.'I
NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 00 0 0.0 0 0w o 9.0l o0
TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 33 I 123
MEAN % 0.11 0.53 % 0.08 0eths % 036
S O I 0.46 1.16 1 0.29 0.85 1 0.88

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Bal. LE .10 AGE 1%-24 VS, BAL LE ,10 AGE 2% gup
F(lie 953) = 2.318

REEXEEEEEEEE XSRS SRS EE A SR B SRR SRR AN E RSN B

GAL LE 410 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 15~24
F(le 29) = 0,022

YEKREEEREERREEF R EE X RS E SRR RS IR G SRR SRS NN RS R &

BAL LF .10 AGE 2% 3UP VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 2% suUP
Fely &9) = 0.168

“***“*““*““““‘.**‘..‘“‘*““"‘.."“"

BAL GE L,11 AG%‘IS ZQS)VS BAL 658611 AGE 25 &up

- 1
RERESERER SRR E R AR E R A EEE R R LSRR SRS R E R G R X
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S$15 NUMBER OF SPEEDING CONVICTIONS

DGR D S R Gl ) N DD W e WO AP W G S e T U e D G D e O S S D T AP D U TS M T AR D G TR AR D TR R O R D Y A a G A P A - s G EP e OB e o T o W w

I BAL LE ,10 I BAL GE .11 1 TOTAL

RESPONSE ;-'zéz‘:gggg";ag‘;;';gg'%';gz‘zsggg“zag'ag'ggg'g";“";;;
e ) ettt ot L e Jeeomrcovan
0 } 11 S7.9 % 18 50,0 ; 9 75.0 { 17 48.e6 % 5% *53;9,5
1 % 6 31,6 % 6 16,7 ! 0 0.0 % & 17.1 %} 1&: 17.6”
2 { 2 10,5 % 6 16,7 { 2 16,7 % 7 20.0 % 17
3 { 0 0,0 % 1 2.8 i 1 8,3 % 2 5.7.{ 4 3.9
4 % 0 0.0 { 4 11,1 { 0 0.0 } 1 2°9i{ 5 4.9
5 % 0 o.o‘§ q 0.0 % ¢ 0,0 { 0 0.0'%,. 0 0.0
6 } 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 % 6 0,0 % 0 0.0 % 6 0.0
7 % 0 0.0 % ¢ 0.0 § 0 0.0 { | 1 2.9 } 1 1.0
8 { 0 0,0 { 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 { 6 0.0 % o0 0,0
9 { 0 0,0 § 6 0,01 O 0.0 } ¢ 0.0 1 6 0,0
10 } 0 0.0 } 0 0.0 g 0 6.0 } 1 2.9 i 1 l.q
11 GR MORE I d 0.0 1 1 2.8 1 0 0,01 0 0.2 1 1 1,0

1 I i I 1 ,
---------------- e Rt e Y annan DL L LTS CEL LTI
Torau keseoses {19 79,2 36 eie @ 12 7006 35 9211102 e2,3.
MO RESPONSE { 5 20.8 8 18,2 } 5 29,4 3, 7.9 % 21 17.1
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0,0 0 0.0 I 0 0,0 0 0,9 I o0 0.0
TIPSR STt Rt At i

1 I | A

MEAN i .0.53 1.58 % 0,58 134 i 1.19
S0 1 0.70 3,43 1 1.08 2.13 I 2444

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE <10 AGE 1%-24 vS, BAL LE .10 AGE 2% sgu¥
F(l, 83) = 1747 _

AEEERXERE R K E X EAESEREBE X ERE R RN E L ERE SRS R ESE SR KE N

UaL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE o311 AGE 19+-24

i F{ly, 29) = 0,032

AR EBEE RPN ERY R EEE RSN AR R AR LN E R R KRR k¥

BAL LE .10 AGE 25 3UP vS. BAL GE .11 AGE 2% xyp
F(1, 69) = 0es125%

(3233332 FF3 233332233302 323283 223222 R 2 Y2 8 773
WAL GE L11 AGE 1%=-24 vS. BAL GE ,11 AGE 2% xup
Flle 45) = 1.391
2322323333332 323 2022220 0 2228 22 2 223 X233 3 2 3]

T )

16, 7]**
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S114 EXTENT OF ORINKING (REVISED ALCOHOLIC CLASSIFICATION 7/73)

I TTTTBAL TR .lo 1AL st .1 1 TotAL ..
RESPONSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 25 QUP I AGE 15%-24 AGE 2% 3uP 1
TTONE LMD TORER TN %O BT 1 NNT SRR ML RN I e eer
ABSTAINER } 3 21.4 { o] 22.7 { 1 ' 9.1 % 0 0.0 § 9 12,0
MILD SCGCIAL % 5 39,7 { 10 45.9 % 4 36,4 % 8 28,6 % 27 36,0
MODERATE SOCIAL } S 35,7 § 4 18,2 1 3 27.3 % 9 32.1 { 21 28.0
MOD/HEAVY SOC { 1 7.1 % 3 13,6 g 1 9.1‘§ 9 32,1 } 14 18.7
HEAVY SOCIAL { 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 { 2 18,2 % 1 3.6 % k. 4.0
SPORADIC BINGE % 0 0,0 { q 0.0 } 0 0.0 % leb % 1 1.3
ALCOHOLIC 1 0 0,0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0.0 I 0 c,0
1 1 I I I .
S SR cememcecmeceamcelecccnccec—————————— S S ————
TOTAL RESPONSES % 14 58,3 22 50,0 i 11 64,7 28 73.7 { 75 6}.0
T T S CAF O R T S S S T HE I RO
no_appircasie I o 000 o o0} o o0 o 0wl o 0.0
TOTALS % 24 44 i 17 38 i 123
ME AN '% 2,29 2.23 i 2.91 3.21 i 2.71
S D I 0.91 0,97 1 1.30 1,03 X 1.10

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL LE ,10 AGEL 25 zuP
F(le 34) = 0,032
PEEEXEBREAEEABEER NSRS XBEBREREEERAS A B IR BB KRR # K
sAL LE +10 AGE 15-24 VS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 15-24
F(le 23) = 1,983
3 I s PR R T R It I P T P S T AL I I P s
BAL Lt .10 AGE 2% 3uUP VvS, BAL GE ,11 AGE 25 gup
Ftle 48) = 11.8%9
EXAEESBEELREASANEASBXREIERAIRES RS AR R RSB RK R A K
GAL GE .11 AGE 1S5-24 VS, BAL GE .11 AGE 25 xuP
F(le 37) = 0597
EREEXEEREIREERARERABERBA SR SRAKE XA KBRS AEER KRR &
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@2 HEIGHT (IMNCHES)

Reabadad ool d el el il il R R R Rl R R R e L L L L L T X TSy R R X T X PRy P

_ALC ABSENT i ___ALC PRESNT I ToTAaL __
RESPCHSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 25 UP ] ACE 15-24 AGE 25 ZUP 1
ey ST R PET D N PCT N __PET I N ___PcT
60 OR BELOW % 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 { 0 0.C % 0 0.0 f 6 0,0
61=62 i e 6.0 } 0 0.0 { 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 f 0 0.0
63-64 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % o 0,0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0
£5=66 } 0 0,0 % 2 25,0 } 3 50.0 ; 1 12.% } 6 20f7
67-68 % 1 14%.3 § 3 37,5 } 1 16,7 % 3 37.5 § 8 27.8
69=70 1 2 28.6 1 1 12,51 1 1.7 1 2 25.01 6 20.7
71-72 % 2 2846 % 0 0.0 é 1 16.7 i 1 12.5 % 4 13.8
73-74 { 1 14,3 § 2 25.0 { 0 8.0 § 1 12.5 % 4 13.8
75-76 % 1 14,3 } 0 0.0 % ] 0.0 } ¢ . 0.0 { 1 3.4
77-78 } 0 0,0 } 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 § 0 0.6 % 6 0,0
79-80 , % 0 0,0 { 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 } 6 0.0
MOkt TriAl 80 1 6 68,01 0 0.0 © 0,91 n 0,01 o0 0,0
I I 1 { 1
TOTAL RESPONSES £ 7 77.8 8 80,01 & 66,7 8 9%7.1 1 29 69,0
NO RESFONSE {"5"'5535"'"'5“5635'§“’3“53?5""’2"2523'i“?i"iiia
NOT APPLICABLE I ¢ 0,0 6 0,01 0 0,0 0 0.C 1 6 0,0
BT 7 S S-St S St P i PR
- 1 : 1 1
i 1 I
MEAN i 71,00 69.00 % 67.835 68.75 § 6917
S L I 2.38 3,16 1 2.71 245 I 274

TLQTS JF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC AGBSENT AG

% =24 VS ALL ABSENT AGE 25 &uP
#t#t*#**tttttt#i

E

2

13) 1.867
t*t#t###tttttl#ttttt‘tttt*#tt*
Se24% VS, ALC PRESNY AGE 15-24
{ 11) = 5,029
EREEKSTERE KR ER R BER AR KRS E R RGBSR E e %

ALC ALSEAT AGL 2% ZUP VS. ALC PRESNT AGL 25 sup
Fily 14) = 0.031
tt#tttt#*t*tttt#*t**ttt#t#ttttttttttt#tt?tttttt#
ALC PRESHST AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &ub

: el d2) = Veit39
EEXREAEXE LRI KRR KRR AR KN ER KRR RS RREE KRR S K ¥ kK

ALL AESENT ACG

b b G o fs
CIE T IS
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e

0% RACE

T Ace ReseRT 1AL PRESNT T 1 TOTAL

RESPONSE 1 AGE 15%=24 AGE 25 3UP I AGE 15~24 AGE 25 &up 1
cecemceaccmoaoeey N RCT N __PCT I ON L PeT N __Per i n .tk
CAUCASIAN % 8 88,9 { 8 80.0 { 8 ©8.9 { B S57.1 { 32 '7§,g¥;
NEGRO I 1 1l 2 2001 1 112 1 e 42,9 %_ 10 23.8 -
ASIAN(ORIENTAL) % 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 §~ .0 ; 0.0].
AMERICAN INDIAN { t] 0.0 % 0 0.0 { ] 0.0.% 0 0.0 { 0 0,0
UTHER 1 0 0,0 I ¢] 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 4] 0.0
.......... SRR SRR SRR SN SN SN
rorau meseouses § 9 100,010 100,01 9 100,014 100,01 w2 1000
NQ RESPONSE } 8] 0.0 0 0.0 § 0 0,0 0 _ 0.0 § 0 0,0
NOT _APPLICABLE f o 0,0 0 90.01 0 0.0 0 __%.01% 0 %0

TCTALS § 9 10 % 9 14 % 42

TESTS OF bluhIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 15~24 yS,., ALC ABSENT AGE 2% JUP

NOT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREOULNCY LESS THAN 3
SR 2323332338223 33 2322 332222338 ¢33 27832 8 332283 %4
ALC ABSENT AGE 15«24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 1%-24

NOT PERFORMED ~ EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
123333333838 3133833332323 38 2228333 302222323 82
ALC ABSENT AGE 5 &UP VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 3UP
€ X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0535 FOR 1 0F (1)
(33 33 3+ 3 233 33333232333 3232323333 33 338 32232 23 3 £
ALL PRESNT AGE 15-=24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 xUP

NCT PERFORMEL « EXPECYED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
EREKXREEREEEEBERBREE AN EE R U EERE R K S B ES BN RS SR EE R R AR EXS
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uéb EDUCATION (IN YEARS COMFLETED)

% ALC AmSLNT '-f"‘ TTTRLC PRESLT 1__ToTaL
RESPONSE 1 AGL 1%=24  AGE 2% BUP I AGE 14H-24 Abt 2% sup 1
1 M ,fL N PCTY % T <15 I Py } N PcT
6 OR LESS } 5 0,0 % a 0.0 % 0 0.3 1 (: 0.0 { ¢ 0.0
7 I oo ol 0 0.0 1 ‘3l I 0 0.0 I 1 2.8
1 1
& % ¢ G0 1 i 0.0 % I 11.1 1 18.¢ } 3 8.3
1 I
9 1 22.2 |4 0 0.0 1 € 0.0 I 2 1u.. 1 4 11,1
1 I I 1 1
1u % 1 011,1 % 1 14,3 i 1 11,1 % X273 % 6 16,7
11 } 11,1 } ¢ 0.0 % I 11,1 1 9,2 1 3 8,3
\ ¥ i
1e % 3 35,3 % 3 42,9 { LN 1 Y.1 % 11 30,6
13 { Ho 0.0 § 1 14.3 } 0 Neu 1 16,0 } 3 8,3
T
14 % s 2.2 { 1 14.3 } 1 11,1 { } v, u { 4 11,1
1% i : ol 1 80 0.0 1 0 0.0 | VIR 0 0.0
1 1 i 1 I .
16 i Y Vel 1 1 1“.5 I 0 .o 1 6 0.; 1 1 2.8
I 1 I 1 I
MOKE THa7 le i ; .0 I 0 D.0 1 1 Ce J. 0 G 0 0.0
I 1 1 1 1
———————————————— }:—--u—-—-------—--—ﬂ-—-—1------—-—------—--’-----%--““-----.
Y
TUTAL PULSES 10,0 7 7o.u_f 9 1000 1Y 78,.a § 36 65,7
iU RESHGESF ; .0 3 3n.0 i- G 0.0 2las 1 6 14,3
i \,l] /PA(V"LI(,;\R F i J ﬂ.'\p 0 0.0 I 0 (I.U l.] U‘(: ( 0 0.0
------------------------- .-------—----“I------.-------’---.'—---——I------‘--_
Tolrt s ! 16 I 9 16 i 42
i 1 [
i i I
P I 11,44 12,71 % 10084 15.27 1 11.19
i 1
i I 1.68 1.89 1 c.i‘,U 172 1 20”3

ALD Azabad AGL 18S-24 VWS, ALC ABsLNT AGE 235 &
L 1) = i
XFxBXkRkEKY J**tt?*#;*t*#t*#t*###*;#*t#tt*tt##*ttva
AoC AUTEDT RGL Lv-24  vSe ALC P“LSNT AGE 31%=~D4

F il le) = 331
4"**‘***9*ir‘******#‘*-‘*it‘******‘*“‘*******t*i*
hLS A~ T aGE &5 ,,;“ \,S. .‘\L\: P"LSNT AGL PSS
f(lv ‘) = +6011
‘I!*J#YH**#**!*‘*'!# 1—*"*‘***“‘***“"*"*‘****
fLT be ST nGL Theka WS, all PRESKHT ALL oY b
i1l 1e) = vo“76

EE R T EE S S RE R I S R AL N E RIS R RS R 222232 2SR T KL LR
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MARYLAND MEDICAL=-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197%)  FINAL REPORT  TASK II
NOM-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE CRIVERS (1968-1973)

0760 CAREFUL AND METHODICAL

.----‘---_----------’--------_---‘---—--.—----- - - - - —-----—----o—---ﬂn-

RESPONSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGL 25 &UP l AGL 1‘~24 AGE 25 suP 1
I v PCT PCT I N - PCT N PCT T N EEI

no i"'S"BE'Z'%'"S"ZE'E'§"f5'f55’5'¥"'8'"56’6’{'25"38 6
YES { & 44,4 % 4 57.1 % 1 11.1 % e \20.0»% 11 '3;55
LA X RS ------§-----------------------§,--f-----------_--.--‘--’§---‘--~----’ -
TOTAL RESPCNSES 1 ¥y 106,0 7 70.0 1 9 100.0 . 10 71.4 1 35 -EE:E
NO RESFOMSE ;'"E"'G'E"'"S"SE'E'i'"5"'6?6'" 'Z"EEZZ'{"?' 16,7
WoT aPPLrcABLE 1 0 0.0 8 G.0 % 0 Gel 0 Gefglflll:l

TOTALS % 9 190 % 9 14 § 42

TLSTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

e . L L L L B T PR 3 W ¥

ALC ALSENT AGE 1S-¢% VS, ALC ACSENT AGE 25 xup
X 2 CHI=SGUARL = 04060 FOR 1 DF
**#****t**i‘#‘tt#**1}#*"#*‘*#*#“*#‘3‘**#*“‘#*'**#

ALC ARSI DT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 18=24

WOT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

*ﬁ#*t***tt******!**'!‘tttﬂi#‘*t#t"#**t.*“t‘*t‘*‘#*‘

ALC ACSENT AGEL 5 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGk 2% zub
KOT PERFORMED = FXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN \

3333233333233 2232333232 Y3223 R2 2232222222 222 2 T
ALC PRESHT AGE 15-24 S ALC PRESKHY AGE 25 zup
4CT PERFCRMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

ERERKEXEEAEEEEEXEEE R R EERXES KRB EEER SRR ERE TR N KNS

e
™
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973~-197%) FINAL REPORT TASK 1IX

\

' NON=FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q84 0ID DRINKING.EVER PRODUCE LOSS OF EMOTIONAL CONTROL

.-----------------—------------n-------------------o--‘-----------------O-Q

¢ ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL

HOBEmBm oS aeememmaneneen | ceceaneccsrccnoaenaeancoee  ooemDe® e

RESPONSE I aGE 15-24 AGE 25 KUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &uP 1
N PCT cT N PCT

SO, . LA SR 4 A UL ). S SO LA UL -1
NO I s 7141 372091 8T 62,51 7 70.0 [ 20 62.3
YES I 2 26061 & 57011 33751 3 30,01 12 37.8
R S S A
TOTAL RESPONSES I 7 77.8 7 70,01 8 8.9 10 71.4 I 32 76.2
No'EE§P6§§E""'§"'5"'5:6""'3°°§5:5'§ TS SO
CCIARRLICADLE §.. .2 R%2 D %0 p i w0 00l 3 T
ToTaLs L9 10 9 14 1742

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &upP
2 X 2 CHI=-SQUARL = 04291 FOR 1 OF
tttttttttttt*t#ttt*tt#*tt‘ttttt‘ttt#tt‘ttttt‘t#t#ttt
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
EARSBEREERRERAREEERE RS RAARXBEERRES R RS BEEEEEURAR LR RS
ALC ABSENT AGE ¢5 8UP_VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 3UP

NOT PERFORMED < EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
!‘tt#ttl*tttttl‘tt#ttttt#t#tt‘tttttttt#ttttttt#ttttt
ALC PRESNT AGE 15«24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 3UP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED' FREOUENCY LESS THAN 3
ERXRABREFARRRRRERASABEEABESREREREE RIS ERS SR KX AL ES &
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MARYLAND MEDICAL~LESGAL FOUNDATION. INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL R&PORT TASK II
NON=FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

@878 DKINK WHILL DRIVING

Py e e Y LI T L X T oy oy e sy T T T P R PR R L L L R L L L R

1 ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNTY I TOTAL

o N N
NEVER } 3 42,9 x 3 42,9 } 3 37.5 I e 20,0 } 11 34,4
OCCASTONALLY % 4 9741 { 2 28.6 % 5 6245 { 7 7C.0 § »18 56.3 -
FREGUINTLY } 0 0.0 % 2. 2B.6 } 0 0.9 %_ 1 1040 § 3 9.4
R S ittt Sttt ittt i S
TOTAL RESPOLSES I 7 77.8 7 70,01 8 &8,9 10 71.4 1 32 76.2
;:6'5{556{,&35""'%"'E'"E:B"“'S‘*SEZE':"‘6"'5?5"7":"55:2’i'"?"i‘a.v
NOT APPLICABLE 1 2 2&.2 0 0,01 1 11,1 ¢ G010 3 7.1
BT S ST S ST P
1 1 I
AR i 1457 1.86 % 1e6:3 1.90 % 11475
€L f U535 o.qo'i 0.52 CaS1 % Ge61

TESTS OF SIUNrFICﬂNCE

ALC AUS)EMT N.SE }‘5-2‘;2)‘\4'3. ALC ABS[;NT AGE 2% &UFP
(. ) = < .
t##t#**t#tttt**#t;#t**tt#t*t#tt#tttttttt!mt#ttt*
ALC ALSENT AGL 1%e24  ¥S, ALC PRESNT AGL 1S-24 ' !
F(l, 13) = G039

SHEEN R KRR EEEE K KKK W Rk 00k ek ok kO 8ok KR ok
ALC ARSENT AGE &5 &UP w5, ALC PRESKT AGE 25 &up
Ftly 135) = 0sU15
FEFEREERANRRRRRARF I X EF R AR E SRR R R SRR RSB R KX % Kk
ALC PRESOLT AGE 19«24 vS, ALC PRESNT AGL 25 sup
Ftly 16) = 1.12¢

FEREERE A SR RF AR AR TSRk LNk



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. >?

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973=1974) FINAL REPORT TASK iI
NON-FATAL RESPCHNSIBLE MALE LRIVERS (1960-1973)
09% EVER RLCEIVE MELICAL TREATMENT FO THE LFFECTYS oF CRIMKING

hn----na-----—-n-um-monuunwon---u---u----—mo-—-—------q--—---’-»--'v-v---u-h-m

{ ALT ABSENT f ALC R ST I 710T7AL
RESPONSE l»abf 15= 24 ACE &% JUP 1 AGL 15,-24 sk, 2% MXor 1
Lo Fe P PCI % " e i PCY { " PCTY
---—--u———-----nl‘--—----------..-—--_--‘ - an ———---------n------—‘_-------D--
HY i 100,90 % 7 10040 i 6 7o.n 1 2 ub,0 1 29 90,6
4 . ! i
Yes 1 0.0 1 ¢ 0.0 I 2 ‘2ol 1 ilei 1 3 9.4
I 1 1 . - I
O Y e ap S A an S en e A --%-——-—-----— ———————— -----1—--——.——- ------ L R -——"[—-—-o-—-'--
A
101p ~ESPONSES } 5 by 7 7T0.0 I & kB, ot . i 520 76,2
----------------------- TP W o mn G W R o . W e -—-----——‘——----w-ﬁ-_--]——----‘---
IU e SROr SE E ! J. 3 30,0 1 ¢ dai b 3D, f 3 19,0
NOY APPLICKELE X L O A ) Gel 1 1 a1, 0 0. = 2 4.8
LR R R R R -—-l--——- ~~~~~ q——-——-—----—l—-—-——n ———————————— v———I- ————— - B o oo
TLTaLS i 3 11 i R L 1 4o
! Ti 2y 1 U JI\NI.’I A"F

- o W - TS WS - e o AP e D am e

AL AR 3T aGe L5=-2'% Yhe ALC AUSENT AGL o aitr

BOT PErb oLl - PXPLATUD FRUSLEMCY LESS THA o
*x*l:tt*t;4*t*vtkt»*t#*»#t*s**t#*tt*tt**tt#t*t#*t«t*
ALC ALse e T AGL 19%-24 “\. ALC PRESHT ACL 1%=2y4

RO N TR S I LSS AR I ¢ ST o RV rv(Em,:_.J(‘Y LESS Thal 3
**&***#*******#**‘A*‘h‘*‘****ﬁ**‘****3‘“**********#**
AL nidlt .'f AlL ER 4L ¥vS. ALC PRES™WT &0k 25 (up

HCT PIRE Pt = ExPLCTIS FRESUENCY LFSE Troals s
***#***#*#‘t#tt!#*t*i*tt*#‘tt*tttl**t*lttt***#‘***(t
PLC peb il oGt L8%«24  yS, rhg PRESHT ALEL 2% Ah-

FUT PLEVFORYLL - FAPLCTLL FREQULGCY LESS Trfd, a
R R Py I Y I A A T T I T I I I T T I ™
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC,
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK 11X
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)
Q101 #OST RECENT THREAT OF SUICINDE

[oomeomambC CBSERT foLoALCPRESMT TOTAL
RESPOMSE 1'AGE 1%=24 AGE 2% 3UP I 4GE 15-2i4 AGL 2% 3UP I
RO UV SN2 SRR 02 UL NN - SO AL DRLL 2.
WITHIN & MONTHS % 1 11,1 } 0 0.0 % C 0.0 % 1 11,1 % 2 6.1
7-12 MONTHS AGO } v 0.0 % 0 0.0 % ¢ .o { o - -c.n'§ 0
13=24 MONTH AGC % C 0.0 % 0 0.0 § 0 0.0 % 0 0.9'%1 0 0.0
GT &4 MONTHS 11 1. I o 0.0 % 1 11.1_§ 0.0 % 2
NEVER {7 77.8 1 610040 % 8 88,9 ; 8 68,9 % 29 87.9
seosesenroeoases i St s S
TEI“E-BE%SO%EE-{---2-}.99:2_--_-5--52:9-}---2-199:‘:‘ ..... 2_E3.3 1 3% _T12:8
0 KESPONMSE % ¢ 0,0 4 10,0 { 0 0.0 5 38,7 § 9 21l.4
ALt USRS SO U0 SRS LA SR - i S J.L.
TGTALS 1 9 10 I 9 14 I 42
1 1 1
VL i 4o 4y 3400 1 4.89 Koo 1 4470
5 U I 1.33 0.00 % 0e53 1433 i 097

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENY AGE 1%-24% vS. ALC ABSENT AGE 2% RUF
Fel, 13) = 1.01¢

EEREEEEE RS RN AKX EEE AR LK BEEEEEEE B E R EREREE XSS N &

ALC ABSENT AGL 1%-24 VSe ALLC PRESNT AGE 15-24
Fil, le) = IFe-1'% ]

RN EEEREEE R RSk RN EE SRR B LSRR R EE RS R KRS KK
ALC ABLENRNT AGYE <% X¥UP vS,., ALC PRLSNT AGE 2% aup
F(ly 13) = 0,650
AEEEEEEREEEEER R EEE R RSN SRR BRSNS Rk &
ALC PRESIHT AGE 1%-24 VSe ALC PRESNT AGE 25 P
F(ly 1le) = 0,529
XXX EUESEEAEX KRR EXAR A XX SR IR R KL N X ER SRR RS R RN Rk S

6.1

N A
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 MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. ot
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1978) FINAL REPORT  TASK I1
NON=-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q107 NUMBER OF PASSENGERS IN CAR AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

eeea ﬁLE_ABSENT [ ALC PRESNT 1 TQTYAL
RESPONSE  1'AGE 15:24° AGE 25 AUP I acE iszzd ek 25 guE{ T Lo
N I I -t S et T o
1 { 3 33,3 i 2 28.6 1 3 33,3 } 1 10,0 { 9 2%.7
2 { 1 11,1 1] /] 0.0 3 33.3 % 1 10,.¢ } 5 18,3
3 % 1] 0.9 ; 1 14,3 2 22.2_{ 0 6.0 % 3 8.6
4 I 0o 00@ 0 001 6 00l 0o 001 o 0.0
5 % 0 0.0 } 0 0.0 i 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 g 0 0.0
6 % 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 0 0.0 } 0 0.0 { 0 o.o_
7 % 0 0.0 % 0 0,0 ¥ 0 (] % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0
8 i 0 6.0 { 0 0.0 { 1] 0.0 % 0 0,0 { 0 ofo
9 1 0 0,0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0,0 1 0 0,01 0 0.0
MORE THAN 9 ; 0 0,0 i (1} 0,0 ; 0 0,0 i 0 0.0 i 0 Ooq
SRS (SRRt I SU S PRI [
rotaL reseonses I 9 10000 7 100} s 1000 10 7miw i as s
NO RESPONSE i 0 0,0 3 30,0 0 0.0 4 28.6 i 7 16,7
NoT apPLICABLE I o 0.0 0 001 0 0.0 o 001 0 0.
TOTALS } 9 10 i 9 14 { 42
1 1
MEAN 1 0.56 I 1.67 0.30 I 0.80
S O } 0.73 1,11 i 1.00 0467 { 0.98

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC ABSSNT AGE 25 23uP
F(ly 14) = 0.11

SRAREEBEIREBELSHEXA RS SNEE BRI ASEEEIRSREAS
ALC ABSENT AGE‘%S-ng’V§. ALC PZESNT AGE 13=-24%
TP TT TP+ TP+ PoOpaprrs - S pppae reppovm
ALC ABSENT AGE(%S &gg)V§. ALC ng%NT AGE 2% auP
PP 15 DU SR 34 s
ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 2% 2uP

F(ly 17) = 12,430
TP P R TR R PRI PSR P S D R PR P P R S T

™
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATIONs INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORY TASK 11l
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q9110 PURPOSE OF TRIP AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

T T Aue meseNT 1T TTTTALC PRESNT 1 TOTAL
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 25 BUP I AGE 15=-24 AGEL 2% Xub I -
L TOMTT L TRE ToRRy MeR T ROTIAWTMRER SR TR L w e
SOCIAL % 4 50,0 { e 40,0 { 6 ‘66.7 % T 77.8 { 19 6193
BUSINESS % 32 37.5 i 3 60.0 i 0 0.0 % 2 22.2¢ % 8,_25,8
SHOPPING { 1 12.5 %' 0 0.0 § 0 0.0 } 1] C.G { ; 3.2
PLEASURE % g 6.0 1 0 0.0-% 3 33f3 § 0 0.0 % x 9.7
cemdrenmen—————— [~mecemescccmremcccnceeelecemmrenmcen e ————— cemelemmenn- .-
TotaL meseonses 1 s 88,5 5 500 d 91000 9 essd 3m 73.8
NO RESPONSE { 1 11,1 S5 50.0 1 0 0.0 5 35,7 % 11 26.2’
no_sPPLIcasle I o 0.0 0 0wl 0 90 0 ool o 0.0
TOTALS % 9 10 % 9 14 { 42

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC AGSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 aUP

nOT PERFORMED =~ EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3

122 2282 3SR R 2 R 2R R 2 223 F 2 33 283 2333 32 2RV RETYI I REY
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 yS. ALC PRESNT AGL 15=24

NOT PERFORMED = EXPLCTELD FREQUENMCY LESS THAN S
RRERRRSEREEEERSER XA RSB E BN EEE R REEEEE N AR R R K & k&N
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP_VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 2% &LP

OT PERFURMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
ARG EREEA SR ERE SR SRR E B EE RS R E XK RS EERS R RS ARG
ALC PRESNT AGL 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 2% BUF

NGT PERFURMED = EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
BREBAERERENEEEREER T AR AR KRB EEE KA AR RO EEAK R ER RS SR A Sk

o

(D)

te
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC, ’

ACCIODENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%)  FINAL RCPORT  TASK 11
NON=FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE CRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q114 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD SPEEDL OF VEHICLE

WD ED D D N R WD WD WD . TR TS CY G G W D W D W WD W SR D U S TR N MR WD R W A D e TP G W S e W G D WP WP A o G EN W W D R SR W e Y un e e SO OB R Y e W e 1D @ &

§ ALC ABSENT 1 ALC PRESNT 1__ToTaL
RESPONSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 2% RUP I AGE 15~ 24 AbE 25 2UP 1
LW PCT PCT 1 W LT PCT I N PCY
SLOW DRIVER I ¢ 001 0 001 0 0.0 0 Ol 0 0.0
AVERAGE DRIVER I 6 66,71 3 w2.9 1 3 3745 1 s 55.6 1 17 51,5
FAST URIVER { 3 33.3 { 3 42.9'% 4 5060 { 4 44,4 % 14 H2.4
VERY FAST DRVER 1 0 0.0 1 1 14,3 I 1 1251 o0 00l 2 6.1
---------_--—---{--------—---------’----%--------------- ........ % ..... - on T ey
TOTAL RLSPONSES % % 10040 7 70,01 8 88,9 9 64,3 % 33 78,6
NO RLSPONSL _ { 0 0,0 3 30,0 § 1 11.1 3%.7 § 9 21,4
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.6 0 0,0 § 0 0.0 0__ 0.0 1 0 0.0
TOTALS 1 10 I o 14 1 42
I 1 1
1 . 1 I
ME AN L 2.33 2.711 1 2.75 2,44 1 2455
S D 1 0.50 0.76 1 0.71 0.52 1 0e61

Te.STS QF SIeiIFICANCE

- R E e e e M s e WD e W s W e

ALC ABSELT AGE 15-24 vS, ALC ABSENRT AGE 2% 3UF
Fily 14 = 1.476

EXREXREREKERE XN E AR SRR EERE RN RN R B Rk &

ALC ABSENT aGt 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT ACL 15=-24

F{l, 15) = - 24005

****.“‘*********‘*'*‘***‘***“**““““.“‘**‘*

ALC ABSELT AGE 2% &UP vS. ALC PRESNT AGE 2% BUP
Ftl, i4) = 0,710

‘*‘*“*‘*‘**“.“*t‘***t‘.t“‘*“““‘*“*‘**t*#‘

ALC PRESKNT AGE 15«24 ¥S. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 aUP
F(l! 19) = 1.037

PSS 222 ER 22222 SRR R R s 322222222 R 222 2 3 2]



MARYLAND MEDICAL<-LEGAL FOUNDATIONs INC. 64

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973=1974)  FINAL REPORT  TASK II
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE ORIVERS (1968-1973)

Q117 DID THE SUBJECT USE SECAT BELTS

lacmmmmabbC ABSENT L} ALC PRESNT _fL.TomaL
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 25 SUP 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 25 &uP I
ceemmmmmmmencmnntoo P N BCT L N PCT N PET LN Pk
NEVER } 5 59,6 % 2 33,3 } 8 ‘88.9 % 6 66,7 % 21 63.6
OCCASIONALLY % 3 33,3 { 4 6647 § 0 0.0 } 3 33,3 } 10 ;o.s_
ALL THE TIME { 1 11,1 i 0 0.0 1 11,1 % C 0.0 { 2 6.1
B S e Rt St B Nt St
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 _.2 108.0 6 60,01 9.100.0 . 3 613 1 .33 186
NO RESPONSE } 0 0.0 4 40.01 0 0.0 5 35,7 { 9 21,4
NOT APPLICABLE I ¢ 0,0 0 0.0 f 6 0.0 0 0.0 o0 0,0
IR 7V S St Al S S P TR
! % %
MEAN % 1.55 1.67 } 1.22 1433 % 1e42
S U 1 0,73 0.52 1 0.67 0.50 1 060

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

G D U A YR ES YD R YR A D e e D -an

ALC ABSENT AGE(%5-2§3)VS. ALCDA?SENT AGE 2% sup
L [

EREE XS EXEEEER B EEREEEE TR AN AR EB A EE R AR SRR R
ALC ABSENT AGL 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24
Fel, 1¢) = 1.029
EPRRERERERE RS SRR RS RSB R LS XSRS EREREEEREE S ERE SRR P RS
ALC ABSENT AGE &5 3uP V3. ALC FRESNT AGE 2% gUFP
F(ly, 13) = 1.560
AR REEEERI R AT R A YRR NS S E NSRS E RS RS
ALC PRESKNT AGE 1%5-24 VS, ALC PRESNY AGE 25 RUP
F (1, ey = 0.160
SRR A RY R t*#**tt*‘ttit*#‘*‘**‘t*tﬁ..*‘.‘#“‘*‘*t

.

e



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATIONs INC. 65

ACCIDENT INVESTIGAVTION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK 11X
NON-FATAL.RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Wllb WAS SUBJECT wEARING SEAT BELT AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

AR DD R S S SRR A SR A e B S D D D A D D N Y ED WP AR ED A T R S G S D TR WD v R AP S SR D AR MR e ED W0 o OP @ T R G T OO G e O e T W G W em @8

% ALC ABSENT } ALC PRESNT I TYOTAL
RESPONSE 1 AGE 15=24 AGE 25 ZUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 2up I
{ N PCTY N PCT I 0 ~pPCT N PCT I N PCY
NO \ f 9 100.0 } 6 66,7 % 8 88.9 { 11 100.0 % 33 89.5%
YES 1 0 0,0 1 5 33,31 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 I 4 10.5
I 1 1 I 1
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100,0 9 90,0 ] 9 100.0. 11 76.6 1 38 90.5%
NO RESPONSE { 0 0,0 1 10,0 { 0 0.0 3 21.4 } 4 9,5
NOT APPLICABLE % 0 0,0 ) 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 { 0 0,0
TOTALS 1 9 10 1 9 14 1 42
1 1 1

TESTS OF SICNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 1S=-24 VS, ALC ABSENT AGE 25 yUP

NOY PERFORMED - EXPECTLD FREGQUENCY LESS THAN 3
AR RARSBERRRE RSB AR AR RBRISABRAAR AR ARG ARRR AR B R KX
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

NOT PERFURMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 ,
SRR RBERREREEREEERRER KBRS EE S IR E AR AR RS ER AR KRR SR KK &
ALC AESENT AGE 25 &uUP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 29 3JUF

NOT PERFORMED « EXPECTED FREGUENCY LESS THAN 3
AEXRERERRRAREEE AR BEF B AR BT SRR X RN AR AR RNE A RN IR KRR Y
ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 ZUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREGQUENCY LESS ThAN 3
EEERERREERIRBRERAE A XX ERRREERREABSRE RN EEEERERER A KK S
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORT  TASK I1I
NON=FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-~1973)

0123 INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER ACCIDENTS wWHILE UNUER INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL

D G5 i P D L P TP e T R R TR YD T A D A s YD P T R D S A N On T D W G D YH AP D U OB M S NP s e S G M AR N R e W G e W WD WD T e T AR O @ s e

[T maseni 1 aLCpResw 1 oTaL_
_VESPONSE D RRTMSRER MR PP BT 1 MWD VRE MNP RN 1w e
NO } .8 100,0 % 4 66.7 { 6 '85.7 % & 7%.0 1 24 82.9
YES 1 0 0.0 I 2 33.3 1 1 14,3 1 2 2%.0 1} 5 17,2
SO SN ST ST ST S
TOTAL RESPONSES f &6 88,9 6 60,0 { 7 717.8 8 S57.1 % 29 62.0
T T e L PR R+ S St o
NoT apPLICABLE 1 0 0,0 o 001 o co o 0.l o 0.

TOTALS 1 9 10 % 9 14 i 42

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 1%-24 VS, ALC ABSENTY AGL 25 &UP

NOY PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
REREAEBE RSN EE R EE AR AR SRR RBRRE AR LS R NS BB ERER R AR SRR R B K
ALC ABSENT AGE 15«24 vSe. ALC PRESNT AGE 15=24

NOY PERFORMED « EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
RERKEBREEEERXREBARR AR KRR REARE SRS BN RS E RS A A S XS
ALC ABSENT AGE 2% &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 3up

NCT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAMN X
XXEREEEREERRRR RN R R R PR R SR AR R RS R SRS EERAIEERR R X RN K E R
ALC PRESKNT AGE 15-24% VS, ALC PRESNTY AGE 2% 3uUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREWGWUENCY LESS THAN 3
EEXEAREEAXTIE R R AR R R ER AR E SR AR BN AR EE RN SRk KN

@

<*



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC, o7

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973=1974) FINAL REPORT TASK IX
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Wl24y TROULLE WITH LAw AS A TEENAGER

I ALC ABSENT I TTTALC PRESHT I__TOTAL
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 2% %UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 LUP

% f PCT 5 PCT % M- PCT N PCT { N PCTY
NO I 6 66,7 I 5 71.4 1o 33,3 I s 37.5 1 17 sL.5
YES I 3 33,31 2 28,61 6 e€6.71 5 &2t 1 16 48,%

1 1 . 1 I I
--—-----—------—I ———--—----—-—---—--—-—--1-n---—----—-n-- -------- %—---—-----
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100,0 7 70,01 9 1p00.0. 8 5741 % 33 78,6
NO RESPUNSL % 0 0.0 3 30,01 ¢ 0,0 £ 4249 % 9 21,4
NOT APPL ICABLE % 0 0.0 0 0,0 O 0.f n o { 0 0.0

TUTALS 1 < 10 I 9 14 } 42
i

TLOTS OF STGRNIFICANCE

ALC AUSENT AGE 15«24 VS, ALC ABSENT AGE 25 gUP

NOT PERFURMED - EXPLCTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
BEXEARAREARERRRENBARR R AR KRR R R RSN AR SRS R SRR KRR R & ¥ &
ALC AGSENT AGE 1%-24 VS, ALC PRESHT AGE 15~24
e X 2 ChI-SCJAkL = U«888 FUR 1 UF
FEEEREFNEEFRRARTARI D KRR AR R A E R KRR AR SRR S E XN KRR R ER A K
ALC ABSENT ACE 2% aUP VS. ALC PRESHT AGE 2% zup
2 x 2 ChI-SqLARL = De632 FOR 1 DF '
XS XNENEELERRR AR AR AN RN RN KRR RS R R SRR RN EH KRB AR KKK & &
ALC PRESHT AGE 15=-24 VS, ALC pPRESNT ALE 25 zUf

NOT PERFORMED « FXFECTED FREQUENCY LESS ThaN 3
EEXRXKEEERERR L EASRRTEXN O RN SEE AR RN R KRR RS AR R KRR RS K X%



MARYLAND MEDICAL=LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 68

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1574)  FINAL REPORYT  TASK II
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968+1973)

@125 NUMBER OF TIMES IN TROUBLE WITH LAW (CONVICTIONS)

D e W 4D G WD D Y e A W ST e W U WD WS T Th R o B an WD DGR W D G @D S A G AP @S TR e TR e N T D W O A A G WD e G S n G W S W S S W OB R AR W S ae B - an & o o

i-------5EE-§§§E§I_-----‘----_--EEE-EEE§§I---__-}--IEI&E---
. S T ren S 1ten

O o Rk i M
] % 5 6245 } 3 50.0 } 2 28,6 % 2 28.6 § 12 42,9
1 { 1 12,5 § 1 16,7 % 3 42,9 { 3 42,9 % Q 28.6
el § 1 12,5 § 1 16.7 } 0 0.0 % 2 2846 i 4 14,3
3 % u 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 % 0 0.0
4 % 1 12,% } 1 16,7 % 0 0.0 % 0 O.Q { 2 7.1
5 I o 00l o0 ool o 00} o 00l o 0.0
6 % ] 0,0 % o 0.0 I 1 14,3 % 0 0.0 % 1 3.6.
7 % 0 0,0 i 0 0.0 ; 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 % 0 0.0
8 i n 0,0 { 0 0.0 % 1 14,3 % ] 0.0 % 1 3.6
9 % o 0.0 % 0 0,0 I 0 0.0 i 0 0.0 i 0 0.0
10 % ) 6.0 % ’0 g.0 ; 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.9
11 OR HMORE 1 0 0,0 1 0 0.0 [ 0 0.0 I - O 0.0 1 0 0.0

1 1 1 1 1
---------------- {——------—----~--~------{----------------—------I~e-----°--
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 & 88,9 6 60,01 7 77.8 50.0 1 28 66,7
NO KESFGHNSE "';"'I"II?I """ Z"ZBIE'i"“E"ZE?E""""SE:B'§"IE"SS:3
NOT ApPLICADLE §...0. . .00 8 0.0 % 0 0.0 Y . 9.0 §1...0...00

TOTALS 1 9 10 I 9 14 I 42
1 1 1 .
1 I 1 '
MEAN { 0.88 1417 { 2.43 1.00 } 1+36
s D 1 "lekb 1.60 I 3.2l 0.82 1 1.93

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

X R R T L T R P Y XY Y ¥ 1

ALC ABRSENT AGE 15«24 V5. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 suUb
F(le 12) o126
tt#t*tt#t*tt#ttt*###tt#tttt*t#t*#ttttttttltttttt
ALC ARSENT AGL 1524 VS, ALC PRLSNT AGE 15%-24
F(le 13) = 143529
L P DT TR I TS PP PAPE-3- - DD P
ALC ABSENT Ab§(§5 &fg)VS. ALCOPSESNT AGE 25 3uP
ttttttttttt#ttt#t#t‘tt##t#ttttt;t#tttttt#ttttttt
ALC PRESWT AGE 15-24 VSl ALC PRESNT AGE 25 zuP
Flli, 12) = 1.304
AR ARARARRE R R AR RERE RN RA RS E AR C RN AR

({3}

]



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 69
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORT  TASK II
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968=1973)

Q126 WAS SUBJUECT EVER ARRESTED FOR DRINKING

AR OB D R U D W D TR TR e P WS SR R AR D D e WP TR A e WD D D D A D AR O D D W A G WD W W D S D A EE D R s A D AR G D R G e D TR e ws o OF ED W D O U P o W @ e

1 ALC ABSENT i ALC PRESNT I TOTAL

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP 1 AGE 1%-24 AGE 25 &UP ]
I N PCT N -PCT I N “PCT N PCT 1

N PCT
ﬁa"."""-'-'°i'-'E-IEE:E-i'--g"7I:3';'-fg’fggjg'g"';"35:6'§'°53";;:§
YES I 0 0,01 2 28,61 4 44,41 3 30,01 9 25,7
USRI U, SN SN S S
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 7 70,01 9100.0 10 Ti.e 1 35 83.3
55-§E555§§E-‘--—§'°-5"'5:5---"3°'35:5'%"°5"_5:5--"-3"'53:2'g'--9-'13:;
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0,0 0 0,01 0 0.0 o 06,01 o0 0.0
-'-‘-?B;ZCE-_'--{"-§°'--'-----IE"'--"§'-'5--'°“'-'"Iz°°'----¥-'35--'--'

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC ABSENT AGE 2% &sUP
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTEC FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
t‘##*‘#t‘#‘**###‘*t*‘tt**lt#tt‘#‘.‘..t‘*‘_‘t‘*‘#t““
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15=24
NGT PERFORMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
L2332 22232 2223 232322222322 222222222222 23Rt 222232 2 ¢
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 BUP
NOT PERFGRMED = EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN' 3
XXX REEE XX E KRS LSRR XL R R B ERE S L LSRR SRR R ER S RN R R R KK
ALC PRESNT AGE 15-2% VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0,030 FOR 1 OF
SRR BREERBAE R EEEE AR KRR R R X R R RSB AR R R AR R R R &



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC,

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973=197%)

FINAL REPORT
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

S12 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS SUSPINSIONS

C N0 F NN O

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ADLSENT AGL 1%-24 VS, ALC ABS%NT AGE 25 3UP
F(l, le) = 0,00

2 2332222223232 22 R R SRR3R 222 322 2 22 R R R 2 8

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNY AGE 15-24

(1, 16) = 1.832

SUXREE AR E AR KA KBRS R RS RN SR SR SRR AR B EE S X PR X

ALC ABSENT AGE 2% 3UP vS, ALC PRESNT AGE 2% &xupP
F(Ll, 2l) = 3.045

““****‘**‘*““‘*“*“““***‘*..‘*‘.‘!.."**.

AlLLC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 2% szuP
F(1, 21) = 0.098

AKEER RN EEREREREEREL R ER RS E R RS E RS S ERSE KK kK

70

TASK 11

I TOTAL

I N PCY
% 30 73.2
{ 6 14,6
I 3 7.3
% 1 2.4
1 1 2.4
1 0 0.0
{ 0 0.0
Lo o
I 0 0.0

TTTTRLE ABsENT 1 TALC PResNT
RESPONSE I AGE 15-24% AGE 25 3UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 2% §up
e j o %Rer MR %% per 3 MR MRET TN TR D o eer
18 88,9 I 8 8891 6 e6.71 8 57.1
% 1 11,1 i 1 11,1 % 1 11.1 % 3 21.4
{ 3] 0,0 % 0 0.0 } 1 llfl % 2 14,3
i 0 0.0 i 0 0.0 § 0 0.0 { 1 7.1
| } 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 } 0 0.0 § 0 0.0
} (4] 0.0\% 0 0.0 } 1, 11,1 } 0 0.0
% 0 0,0 } 0 0.0 % (] 0.0 § 0 0.0
} 0 O.Q } 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 § 0 0.0
% 0 0,0 § 1] 0.0 % 0 0.0 % Q 0.0
9 L 0 0,0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0
10 ; 4] 0,0 % 40 0.0 i 0 0,0 i C 0.0
11 OR MORE 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I o 001 " 0 0.0
' 1 I 1 1
................ [rccocncccencacenccrcenn]ccrrnc e cm e —————————
ToTAL Respouses § 9 100,09 90,0 1 9 100,014 100,0_
NO RESPORSE % 0 0,0 10.0 } 0 0.0 0 0.0
not_appurcasie I o o0 o 001 o 00 0 0.
TOTALS 1 9 10 ) 14
1 1
ME AN % 0.11 0,11 ; .89 0.71
S C 1 0433 0.33 1 1.6% 0.99

o

4
e

2



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. /1
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974)  FINAL REPORT  TASK II
NON=FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1966-1973)

S$15 NUMBER OF SPEEDING CONVICTIONS

DA AR R E G D A o A W AR e W ae YD e D T an AR S AP D G ST N D D A e A D YD S RS S G W R v e s ae AP Eh e o TP A WD G e A e T e

fommemeanbC ABSENT i ___ALC PRESNT 1 _TOTAL___
RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 25 RUP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &Up 1
oo f M FET TN PO LN RCT N TS PET I W Per
0 1 6 e6.7 13 33,3 I 3 33.3 I 5 35.71 17 1.3
1 I 3 33.3 I 1 114 { 3 33,3 I 3 2141 10 24,4
2 I 0 0,01 4 4uy I 1 14 I 3 21 I 8 19.3
3 % 0 0,0 } 0 0.0 § 2 22.2,{ 1 7.4 § 3 7.3
4 ! ¢ o0.,0I. 0 6,01 0 0,01 ©0 0.0 © 0.0
5 } 9 0,0 f 1 11.1 { 0 0.0 i 1 7.1 % 2 4,9
6 ! o 060! 0 0,08 0 9.0f o o0.0F o 0.0
7 ; 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 % C 0,0 i 0 0.0 % 0 0,0
6 I o 0.0 { 0 0.0 I o 0.0 I 1 14 I 2.4
9 1 ¢ ¢,61 o ¢,0I ©0 0,01 o0 0.0 © 0.0
10 E 8 0,0 % 0 0.0 ; 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 % 0 ofo
11 OR MORL 1 o 0,01 ©0 90,61 ©0 0,01 0 ©0.0I © 0.0
1 1 I I 1 .
Rl i T LU SO IS (U cemcan [ecoccoamaa
Tora keseouses {91000 9 900t 9 u00.e 1w 100,01 w1 976
NO RESPONSE % ) 6.0 1 10.0 1 0 C.0 0 0.0 % 1 2.4
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0,0 0 06,01 0 0,6 6 0.z I 0 0,0
STTTTIOTALS LT 'G"""""IE"""'§"'5 """""" T
1 1 I
1 L I
ME AN i 0,33 1.56 { 1.22 1.79 { 1.29
S 1 0.50 1.59 I 1.20 .29 1 1.67

TESTS OF SIONIFICANCE

D e s P WD G W We EN D G G WP Gp Ov W ek G R

ALC ARSENT Aeg(is-zz )vs. AchABSENT AGE 2% xUul
- . & =
t#*tttttt#tt##t#tttttt#tt#tt**t;*t‘t#t*t{!tttt#*t
ALC ALSENT AGE 15-24 VS, ALL PRESMT AGE 15-24
Fliv 16) = 4,197
[ 222 2322 R 2 222 22 2 2 P2 2 2333323 33 SRS E)
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS, ALC PRESNT AGE 2% sUP
F(is 21) = 0,069
EXREERDEK KB LR RN ERES AR S AR RS RS R EK RN EERBE RO R &
ALC PRESKT AC£ is 2u1’vu. ALC PﬁESNT AGE 2% guP
2 =
**##*t##t#tttt#:t;*t#t*t#t#.**tt*"ttt‘*lttt*t‘t



MARYLAND REDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC, 2

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974%) FINAL REPORT TASK IX
NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

518 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS ACCIDENTS

D O R Dy W ED O G D G TN G n S A G o NP LGS D D S D D WA Y DGR SR AR e PGS Cw D B N S0 W ED s o W o GD N s Wy T NS ED SR e W @ e o an

1 ALC ABSENT b ALC PRESNT I ToTaAL

D WD v D G D W W e G e o mren | wan e mm s oo™ ----------I—------D--

RESPONSE I AGE 15=24 AGE 25 &gP ) AGE 15-2# AGE 25 &UP I

L ESRONSE _1fwE %y R e pev 3 MNC 1REY MNP RGT 1ow ke
0 { 7 87,5 { S §%,6 % ) '55 b { 7 50,0 % 24 60,0
i % 1 12,95 % 3 33,3 % 2 22.2 § 5 35.7 { 11 27.5
el % 0 .0 % 1 11,1 { 1 11.1 § 2 14.3 } 4 10,0
3 % 0 0,0 % ] 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0
4 I o 001 0 0.0 1 1111 o 00 1 28
5 I o 00l o o001 © o001 o 9.0 o 0.0
6 % 0 0.0 } ) 0.0 % 0 9.0 % 0 6.0 { 0 0.0'
7 , { ¢ 0,0 % 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0,0
) { 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 % 0 0,0 { 0 0,0 { 0 0.0
9 { 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 { 4] 0.0 { 0 6.0 I 4] 0,0
10 % 0 0.0‘} 0 0.0 i 0 0.0 { 0 0.0 g 0 Ooq
11 OR MQORE 1 Q 0,0 1 0 0.0 1 ) 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0
i 1 X 1 b
ceccccccmmcacccc]lancmcaceccnnecennceanee]accaccnocantracanax SRS
ToraL Reseouses 1 6 8.9 9 90,01 9 100,014 100.0 % s0_ 95,2
NO RESPONSE % 1 11,1 1 10,0 i 0 0.0 0 0.0 { 2 4.8
NOT APPLICARLE I 0 0,0 o 0.0l © 00 o 0.0 0 0.0
TOTALS % 9 10 i 9 14 { 42
MEAN i 0.13 0.%6 i 0.89 Gebl % 057
»S D I ‘0,39 0.73 1 1.36 GeTu4 I 0.86

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ALC ABSFEiNT AGE 15=-24 VS, ALC ABSENT AGE 25 xup
F(le 15%5) = 2.310
CEBARAASBREKBEESEREE KR SRR E G E R R ARG X RSk ok ko
ALC ARBSENT AGE 15«24 vS, ALC PRESNT AGE 15-=24
F(l, 15) = 24352
SRR E R SRR NSRS AR EE RS SRR KL E B R PR R R RS R KN g
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP vS. ALC PRESNT AGE 2% &upP
Ftly 21) = 0.077
BERERERE SN R EEREERA R R R XN KA RIS ERE N E R SRR B @
ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 LUP .

F{l, 21) = 1%
BERREREAERRREERRR AR RFRERERE SRR SRR ERER SRS AN N AN

®)

.

)
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TASK 11

© 8114 EXTENT OF DRINKING (REVISED ALCOHOLIC CLASSIFICATION 7/773)

T S S A S D W W TR AR AR AR Ak S A W P A e O D ey S A R GRS OGP AL Gy WD A W S G G o U gn B o 4 W

RESPONSE

ABSTAINER

MILD SOCTIAL
MODERATE SOCIAL
MOD/7HEAVY SOC
HLAVY SOCIAL
SPORADIC BlINGE
ALCOHOLIC

TOTAL RESPONSES

NU RESPONSE
NOT APPLICAULE

TCTALS

ML AN
s U

1

I

1----------—-n—--------—l—----------p----------- L R X E 2 2 X ¥ J

T

Bt Pt Pt G ) it Pt o Pt ot o, ot Pt B P’ P Pt od e et et Pt vt Pnd o] Pt Pt Do e et

ALC ABSENT
Agﬁ 15;2# AGh 25 gg?
B
b 44,4 } L 57.1.
3 33.3 % 2 28,6
¥ 0.0 i 1 14,3
< 0.0 % 0 0.0
1 0.0\§ q 0.0
] 0.0 % 0 0.0
9 100,0 7 70.0
TR R
0 0,0 0 0.0
ST T
2411 2637
078 0.79

TE5TS CF SYICGWIFICANCE

ALLC ALSFNT AGE 18-d44
- Fl,

L X X X

\

14)

S,

1.358

el Pt Gt Pt Ped Pt et Pf et bt Prmcd P P Pt Pd Dt g

B $t o ot S i Pt (o pond pomd Song

TOTAL
N PCT
3 8.8
10 29.4
8 23,5
B 23.%
3 8.8
a 0,0
2 5.9
34 81,0
TTTR 190
0 0.0
S
3018
1,46

1 ALC PthhT

1 AGE 15~c4 AGE 25 aub

% N FCT KN PCY 1

% _1 12.% % 0 6.0

% 2 25.0 f 0 0.0

} 0 0.0 % X 30,0

{ 4 50.0.§ 3 30,0

{ 1 12.% % 2 20,6

1 ] O ) Q.0

1 1

1 ¥ s0 1 2 20,9

1 1

1----‘ ------------------

1

{ 8 pe.o 16 71.v

{ 1 1i.1 4 c8,¢

% 0] Gs0 § ol

I 9 Y

bt

1

% 5.85 bif)[r‘

1 1.39 1e5H}
20 &UF

ALC ABSEMT AGE

I 2 R 2 2 SR 22 2SS 22 F2 S22 2 22 2222222222 22 Y2 2% 20

LC

ARSENT AGE 1%-24
F ol

v
1%)

Se

4,481

ALC PRLSNT AGE 1%=-g4

(32222222222 2222222222222 222222222222 2 82

ALC ABSENT AGEL

25 AP VS,

F ol 15)
EREEEIEREERE SRR BN ARG RS R RN & &)

LLC

FREodT AGE 18224

F(l,
tttt*itttt#t#t#t#*#***tt##*tt%*#***#tt******t##*

v
16)

S,

Q.487

1,268

ALC PRESNT AGE

o

ALC PRESKT AGE ¢% sUF

ALK
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